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The purpose of this study was to examine the evolutjon

of the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation from its inception

as the Department of Public Recreatiun to the

in 1940,
Research focused on major policies that

beginning of 1988.
were developed in the areas of administration, budget, staff,

Social, political and economic

facilities, and programs.
factors were examined to determine the effect each had on the

formation of these policies.
1 method of research was used to examine

The historica

artifacts and documents gathe
g the following chronological eras:

the red for this study. The

data were ordered utilizin
World War II and the post-War Era of the 1940s; 2)

1)
DeSegregation and the civil Rights Movement of the 1950s and
1960s; 3) Urban Renewal of the 1970s and the Changing Social
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Climate of the 1980s.

¢ o he Bureau of Recreation
; 1icies of t
Changes in the PO
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Were quantified to measure incr
Staff, facilities and programs. Decisions of the Board of
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Recreation and Parks, the policy-making body of the Department

of Recreation and Parks until 1987, were examined in light of

the three factors mentioned above. The research showed that
the policies of the Bureau of Recreation changed signif icantly
over the years, most dramatically with the desegregation of

the Department after the landmark Brown vs. the Board of

Education of Topeka Supreme Court decision, and the influx of

Federal funds for the City of Baltimore after +the
assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

The Board of Recreation and Parks focused much of its
attention on the "showcase" areas of the Department, like the
Baltimore Zoo, Memorial Stadium and the five public golf
courses. 1In 1984, when most of these units were Pr'lvatized,

a power struggle ensued eventually leading +to g 1987

stripped the Board of

referendum that its policy-making

powers.

The conclusions of this study indicateq that while

economic and social factors had obvious influence over policy

decisions in the Bureau of Recreation out of necessity, the

political factors had the most dramatic effects.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

"THOSE WHO CANNOT REMEMBER THE PAST
ARE CONDEMNED TO REPEAT IT."
-—- George Santayana (1905)

The Baltimore City Department of Public Recreation was
established in 1940 as the first fully municipally-operated
recreation agency in the City's history. In 1947, it was
combined with the Departments of Music and Parks, and all
three were renamed "bureaus" to form the present Department of
Recreation and Parks (Jones, 1988). The origins of the Bureau
of Recreation were founded in the playground movement of the
turn of the century, and much of its development over the

years has been influenced by this movement.

The Early Playground Movement - Nationally

According to Knapp and Hartsoe (1979), the playground
movement grew out of the municipal reform movement, which was
developed as a result of the entrenched political machines and
the crowded slums of industrialized, urban America at the turn
of the century. As early as 1885, the Boston Sandgardens were
created to provide secure places for children to play. Knapp

and Hartsoe further document the development of the playground




movement of the turn of the century, with the establishment of

the Playground Association of America (PAA) in 1906, which
grew out of the social work movement's attempt to provide
programs to battle the ills of urbanization. In 1911, the PAA
evolved into the Playground and Recreation Association of
America (PRAA), extending the involvement of this fledgling
professional association into the general recreation domain.
In 1926, the first professional training for recreators

occurred with the opening of the National Recreation School in
New York. The PRAA developed into the National Recreation
Association (NRA) in 1930, having the playground component as
just one part of the awakening profession of recreation. The
profession evolved one more step in 1937, with the Recreation
Executive Training Program held in Minnesota. As is evidenced

by this brief chronology, the evolution of the National

Recreation Association followed three major themes:

the development of governmental responsibility for

(1)
recreation;
(2) the rise of professionalism; and

the ever-expanding definition of recreation and leisure

(3)
(Knapp and Hartsoe, 1979).

These themes focused attention on the challenges of
urbanization (e.g., overcrowding, crime, pollution) and how
recreation and parks could address those challenges. Many of
the urban areas in the U.S. became involved in the playground

movement and the expansion of recreation in a very similar



fashion - as can be traced through the history of recreation

and parks in Baltimore.

The Early Playground Movement in Baltimore City

The first playground was established in Baltimore City in
1897, similar to the ongoing efforts in many other urban
centers of the U.S. (Kessler & Zang, 1989). 1In conjunction
with this first playground, the Children's Playground
Association (CPA) of Baltimore City was founded and operated
with funds from the Good Government Club. This club was a

private, non-partisan political organization developed to

"plan and work for fair elections, honest and efficient

government, and the exposure and punishment of criminal

misconduct" (Harris, 1908). The fund provided by the Good

Government Club was the first step in the future

municipalization of recreation. By 1902, the CPA was granted

the official privilege of operating children's playgrounds in

all five of the City's large parks.

The playgrounds were operated in a formalized manner for

eight weeks during the summer, six days a week (Monday through

Saturday), and were supervised by uniformed female play

leaders. All of these operations were funded by private

donations until 1920, when the CPA received $40,000 to operate

its playground programs. Of that sum, $25,000 came from the

Parks Board, $6,000 in private donations, and $9,000 from the



Baltimore City government, the latter used exclusively for the
operation of the Recreation Pier in Fells Point (Kessler &
Zang, 1989).

Concurrently, a second organization sprang to life in
1909. The Public Athletic League (PAL) was founded by Robert
Garrett, a wealthy citizen, sports enthusiast, and Olympic
competitor in the discus and shot put in the first modern
Olympics of 1896. The goal of this organization was to
provide sports and athletic programs for boys and young men
above the age of seven. While the CPA provided programming to
all children, both boys and girls, the PAL focused on athletic
competition for boys. 1In 1914, the PAL became a part of the
Parks Department's budget. Throughout the years of co-
existence between these two organizations, there was
considerable competition for the use of park space in the
provision of programs.

In 1922, the Children's Playground Association and the
Public Athletic League merged to become the Playground
Athletic League (PAL), developing a joint mission to promote
the active use of Baltimore City's parks for both sports and
playgrounds. The PAL was led by Robert Garrett, who took over
the helm of the combined organization, much to the dismay of
Mary B. Steuart, who had been the leader of the CPA. Refusing
to play a subordinate role, she 1left the organization

completely.



The new PAL was funded by the Parks Board budget, the

Community Fund, and individual donations (predominantly Robert

Garrett's). The budget was standardized at $55,000 until the

PAL was absorbed into Baltimore Ccity Government upon the

revision of the City Charter in 1940. The provision of

recreation services was now mandated by the creation of the

Department of Public Recreation, under the leadership of
Harold S. Callowhill, Superintendent of Recreation. Organized

municipal recreation had become a reality in the City of

Baltimore.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine the evolution of

the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation by focusing on the

major policy changes that occurred from its beginning in 1940

through 1988.

It was hypothesized that social, economic and political

factors impacted significantly on policy decisions made by the

Board of Recreation and parks, the policy-making body of the

Department of Recreation and Parks until it was changed by

referendum to an advisory pody in 1987. Segregation and the

inherent racism that accompanies it were examined for their

potential influence on policy decisions during the 1940s and

1950s The changing demographic makeup of Baltimore City was

evaluated to determine whether any significant shifts in Board



of Recreation and Parks policies occurred (i.e., desegregation
of recreation facilities and programs).

The economic impact of Federal intervention in cities in
the 1960s and 1970s, and the subsequent loss of Federal
funding in the 1980s, were examined for their effect on policy
decisions, particularly in the area of budget formulation.
State and local funding levels were reviewed, and alternative
sources of funding were considered, particularly in the area
of building construction, for their possible influence on the
budget process.

Political factors such as the personalities of the Mayors
of Baltimore City, members of the Board of Recreation and
Parks, Directors of the Department of Recreation and Parks,
and Superintendents of the Bureau of Recreation were compared
and contrasted for their effect as 1leaders on policy
decisions. Examination of the power struggles that inevitably
occurred emphasized the extent of political influence on these
decisions. The competency of both the members of the Board of
Recreation and Parks and the employees of the Department of
Recreation and Parks were documented and evaluated for their
impact on resulting policy determinations. Various legal
issues related to desegregation and organizational changes
regarding the policy-making role of the Board were analyzed
for their effect on policy decisions.

All three factors (social, economic and political) were

compared for their influence on the policy decisions of the



Board of Recreation and Parks. The resultant decisions traced

the evolution of the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation from

its small,

segregated beginnings to the large, multicultural

agency that it is today.

Objectives

The objectives of this study were to answer the following

research questions:

(1) What were the major policies that were developed in

the areas of fiscal, organizational, human and physical

resources from 1940 to 1988, specifically:

a)
b)
c)
d)

e)

Administration (e.g., key persons, boards)
Budget

Staff

Facilities

Programs

(2) What were the trends in policy development?

a)

b)

Increases and decreases in these various
categories
Programmatic shifts

Administrative changes



(3) What was the basis for changes in these trends?
What factors affected these policies?
a) Social
b) Political

c) Economic

All of these questions were analyzed through:
a) Interviews
b) Oral histories

c) Documentary analysis

Significance

The results of this study could hold significance for

those who develop policies in the Baltimore City Department of
Recreation and Parks as well as other, older municipal
recreation and parks departments similar to Baltimore. The
information generated from this study may also be of useful
for strategic planning purposes to other municipal departments
outside of the realm of recreation and parks that have been
impacted by the social, economic and political forces examined
in this study. The data may also indicate areas for further
study, which may be of use to many jurisdictions.

This study may also provide a model for other municipal

recreation and parks departments to examine their own



administrative decisions. Finally, the information obtained

through this study will add to the already existing field of

knowledge in recreation and parks.

Limitations

This study was limited by the accuracy and completeness

of the available data. The Bureau of Recreation has relocated

its administrative offices several times since its inception,

and there have been several fires that may have contributed to

the loss of some data.

The researcher attempted to conduct this study in as

unbiased a fashion as possible, pbut a limited amount of bias

may cloud some of the data presented. This study was also

limited by the researcher's decisions regarding items to be

examined. some existing data may therefore have been

excluded.

The unavailability of several prospective interviewees

due to illness OY lost contact created some gaps in data. The

memory of the individuals interviewed for this study also

proved a limiting factor, as several of these individuals had

been absent from the Bureau of Recreation for a considerable

period of time.
The lack of available interdepartmental and inter-Bureau
written communication also limited the data to be analyzed.

Included in this loss of information were critical minutes of



the various committee meetings of the Board of Recreation and
Parks (Personnel, Executive Sessions) that disappeared when
the Board was switched from a policy-making to an advisory

capacity.

Delimitations

This study is delimited to the Baltimore City Bureau of

Recreation from 1940 to 1988.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are used throughout the study to
explain the methods and procedures used in the analysis of
data:

Advisory board - This type of board is only advisory to

the governing body of the jurisdiction which appoints it.
This board has no final authority or responsibility for policy
or administration (Lutzin & Storey, 1973).

External criticism - The process of determining the

authenticity of data (Gottschalk, 1950).

Historical method - The process of critically examining

and analyzing the records and survivals of the past

(Gottschalk, 1950).
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History - Any integrated narrative or description of past
events or facts written in a spirit of critical inquiry for
the whole truth (Nevins, 1938).

Internal criticism - Analysis to determine the

credibility of documents and/or witnesses of events
(Gottschalk, 1950).

Policy - A chosen course of action significantly
affecting large numbers of people (MacRae & Wilde, 1979).

Policy-making board - This type of board, made up of

citizen volunteers, has full responsibility for policy
formulation and implementation. This board may be separate
and independent (i.e., fully autonomous) or semi-independent
(i.e., answering to a higher governing authority, city
council, or municipal administrator) (Lutzin & Storey, 1973).

Primary source - Original documents or remains; the first

witness to a fact (Good & Scates, 1954).

Public policy - A course of action chosen by a government

that significantly affects large numbers of people (MacRae &
Wilde, 1979).

Secondary source - A source in which more than one mind

has come between the historical event and the user of the

source (Good & Scates, 1954).

11



Organization of the Study

The remainder of this study includes a review of the
literature related to the historical method, documentary and
policy analysis, organizational theory; a discussion of the
study methodology; and documentation of the evolution of the
Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation's role as a part of the
Department of Recreation and Parks. Included as well, are a
summary of the study, along with conclusions and
recommendations for further research. An epilogue was added
to describe events that have occurred since 1988, so that the
reader may put the events of the previous half-century into a

current perspective.

12




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to examine the evolution of
the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation by focusing on the
major policy changes that occurred from its beginning in 1940
through 1988. 1In order to achieve that purpose, literature
was reviewed that examined historical, organizational, and
policy research for the purpose of providing a framework, both

theoretical and practical, for the study.

Historical Research

In an effort to provide a theoretical underpinning for
the historical research conducted in this study, several
"bibles" of historical research were consulted, along with a

few general research sources. The closest example of any type

of recreation history of Baltimore is the book The Play Life

Baltimore's Recreation and Parks 1900 - 1955

of a City:
1989) . This volume was a companion piece to

(Kessler & Zang,
a pictorial display that was developed by the Baltimore City
Life Museums and exhibited at the National Recreation ang Park
Association Congress held in Baltimore in 1991. There does

not seem to be any organized historical documentation of the

years beyond 1955. A great portion of the Kessler and Zang

13




book dealt with the development of the park system in
Baltimore, with a final chapter briefly dealing with the issue
of segregation in recreation and parks.

Of the "bibles" of historical research that were
reviewed, Gottschalk (1950) provided most of the historical
research method framework necessary for conducting this study.
His discussion of primary and secondary sources, and process
of internal and external criticism for the analysis of
documents and testimonies, proved valuable in the quest for
authentication of data.

In addition, Good and Scates (1954) discussed the
different schools of thought of historical interpretation,
providing specific knowledge of historical development, from
the '"great man" theory to the eclectic ‘'"collective
psychological" theory. Each of these seven theories lends a
greater understanding to the study of history and the
possibilities of differing interpretations of the same event.

The value of history is reinforced by Kerlinger (1973),
who stated that "without good history ... a discipline can
lose perspective." Kerlinger indicates that historiography
has a necessary relevance to all the social sciences,
humanities, and formulation of public and private policies,
because:

(1) all data used in the above are drawn from the past;

(2) all policies involve assumptions about the past; and

14



(3) all workers in the social sciences are personalities of
given times whose thinking is determined by the historical
circumstances of their lives and experiences. Kerlinger
cautioned against the wide use of secondary sources, as the
possibility of tainted sources is greater when an individual
who was not an eyewitness has recounted the event.

Kent (1967) remarked on the importance of writing
historical studies by indicating that "to break off a
significant fragment of the human past and examine it closely
is an act of some social importance ... criticizing thus
becomes an elemental phase of systematic historical research.
The importance of continuing historical research lies in the
systematic study that implies skepticism of things being taken
for granted." Dates of important events in the history of
organizations must be verified, and not assumed to be correct
by consulting one source, especially if that source is
secondary.

Wallace (1987) remarked that in discussing the "politics"
of public history, American capitalism 1is considered an
economic, social and cultural system. Any systematic study of
history should consider these areas as factors influencing the
course of history. This researcher's study examined the
economic, social and political factors that may have affected
the history of the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation.

This researcher's efforts were strengthened by the

comments of Elton (1967), who indicated that the student

15



"would do well to suppose that he does not grasp the true
meaning of his material until he has thoroughly acquainted
himself with the organization that produced it, the purpose
for which it was produced, and the difference between common
form and the exceptional." The researcher has been a member
of the Baltimore City Department of Recreation and Parks (the
organization under study) for a total of fourteen years since
1973, and has had open access to the majority of the records
of the Department.

Several sources were consulted to provide background on
the uses of oral history sources as a part of systematic
research. Allen and Montell (1981) indicated that oral
sources can be used by local historical researchers in three
important ways. First, orally communicated history can

supplement written records; second, it can complement what has

been documented in formal history; and third, it can provide
information about the past that exists in no other form.

The historical research conducted in this study had
elements of qualitative research in its design, and several
sources were consulted to provide background in this area.
Bogdan and Biklen (1982, p. 59) discussed historical
organizational case studies, which '"concentrate on a
particular organization over time, tracing the organization's
development. The researcher relied on data sources such as
interviews with people who have been associated with the

organization, observations of the present, and existing

16



written records." Bogdan and Biklen also discussed the
process of coding historical information by time or key events
to provide some organization to the data.

Taylor and Bogdan (1984) indicated that the qualitative
researcher studies people in the context of their past and the
situations in which they find themselves. The qualitative
aspect of a historical study was further described in Taylor
and Bogdan's chapter with the discussion of the use of oral
history sources.

The review of the preceding volumes of literature
provided the theoretical background for the historical

research being conducted in this study.

Organizational Research

In an effort to evaluate the structure and lifecycle of
an organization, several studies were reviewed that examined
the establishment, growth and decline of particular
organizations. In a longitudinal study of the development of
a new, innovative medical school, Kimberly (1979, p. 441)
described the early 1life cycle .of this organization,
indicating that "the birth of any organization is affected by
a complex set of political, economic, social and psychological
factors." His discussion of a new organization (the medical
school) dealt with these factors, indicating that even though

there 1is considerable controversy among organizational

17



theorists, organizational outcomes can be attributed to the

particular characteristics of a particular individual

(Kimberly, 1979, p. 443). In the medical school's case, the

dean of the school was the driving force behind the innovation

and growth of that particular organization.
Kimberly went on to discuss the different stages in the

life of a new organization from its birth ang early

development to its institutionalization, indicating that the
situations that lead to early success as innovation are not
the same ones that may lead to longer run successes. He
indicated that "existing organizations have an establisheqg
culture and an institutionalized set of norms, values ang
procedures", while the new organization has to establish a1}

of these (Kimberly, p. 455). He also noted (p. 456) that

"systematic, in-depth, comparative analysis of the birth, 1jife
and death of organizations should lead to both g clearer

understanding of the complex nature of organizational success

and to more dynamic perspectives on organizations.w

The examination of the birth, life and decline of the
Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation and the different stages

of rebuilding that have occurred over the years followeq some

of Kimberly's observations,  particularly  when the

characteristics of particular individuals are examined in

light of organizational outcomes. The innovation of a

director of the Department of Recreation and Parks such as

Chris Delaporte or the steadfast denial of equal rights for

18




all individuals by the Board of Recreation and Parks in the
integration fight are key examples of this discussion.

Mack's (1988) thesis, A History of the York Recreation

Commission From 1904 to 1975, provided significant background

information for development of the practical framework of this
study. Mack traced the history of the York (Pennsylvania)
Recreation Commission, focusing on the people, programs and
issues that shaped its development. The York Recreation
Commission, an independent policy-making board, received
funding from several sources, including the Woman's Club of
York, the York City School Board, and the Common Council of
York (Mack, p. 140).

Mack's study documented the struggle for funding of
recreation services through the above-mentioned sources, and
the political turf battles between education and recreation
over the control of recreation programs and facilities. The
examination of a truly independent policy-making provided
significant contrast to the study of semi-independent Board of

Recreation and Parks in Baltimore City.

Glover's (1983) dissertation, A Study of the Changes in
the Decision-Making Authority of Selected Recreation Citizen
Boards in the United States, examined changes in the citizen
recreation and parks boards of fifteen municipalities in the
U.S. This study examined these boards to determine (a) what

changes had occurred; (b) what factors brought about these

19



changes; (c) what the impacts of these changes were; and (d)
the implications of these changes (p. 3-4).

One of the major findings of this study was that thirteen
of the fifteen boards had experienced declines in their
authority, either through barely maintaining the status quo,
moving from policy-making to advisory, or being totally
dissolved. Only two boards had experienced actual increases
in authority (Glover, 1983, p. 92).

Glover goes on to indicate that the consolidation of
authority within municipal governing bodies was identified as
the most important reason for reductions in citizen boards'
authority. The influencing factors for this change were (1)
the governing body directed it; (2) the governing body
thought the board had become too powerful; and (3) the
governing body felt the need to increase efficiency in
operations (Glover, p. 93). In most cases, the governing
bodies were pleased with the changes, which provided the major
impact of the study.

This study provided background to the changes that
occurred in the Baltimore City Board of Recreation and Parks.
The need for increased efficiency in operations and the
control of the Board's power were indeed issues that led to
its change from policy-making to advisory status.

A discussion of the "dysfunctional consequences" of
organizational decline were discussed by Cameron, Whetten, and

Kim (1987) in their examination of selected colleges and
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universities. By their definition (p. 127), "decline"
involves restricted resources and pressures to cut back. In
the study of the evolution of the Baltimore City Bureau of
Recreation and the Department of Recreation and Parks as a
whole, much evidence of decline and subsequent new growth were
made evident. Cameron, Whetten, & Kim indicate that there are
"Twelve Dysfunctional Consequences of Organizational Decline"
(p. 128) ranging from no long-term planning to nonprioritized
cuts, as well as conflict and centralization of decision-
making authority. While their study examined colleges and
universities, many of their observations hold true to
governmental organizations, and were observed in the evolution
of the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation, particularly in
the dilution of authority of the Board of Recreation and Parks
in 1987.

Davies (1962) in Cameron, Whetten, & Kim (p. 135)
observed that dissatisfaction, conflict and scapegoating
exists when organizations "become accustomed to abundance and
unbridled growth, as was typical of the 1960s and 1970s."
When this occurs, zero budget increases, limited mobility,
hiring freezes, and other characteristics of stability are
viewed as relative deprivation. Such was the case 1in
Baltimore City during the late 70s and early 80s and was
documented in this dissertation. The struggle for funding of
local government operations is an overriding concern of policy

analysis, which was examined in the next section.
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Policy Analysis

The final segment of literature reviewed for the purposes
of this study covered the areas of policy and public policy
analysis. MacRae and Wilde (1979) described policy analysis
as analysis by citizens who seek policies for the public, and
can also be utilized by government officials and employees,
acting as representatives rather than as citizens and seeking
policies that further the public interest. Both the Baltimore
City Board of Recreation and Parks (the citizens) and the
Department of Recreation and Parks (the government)
participated in urban policy analysis.

In the analysis of urban policy making, Lineberry and
Sharkansky (1978, p. 406) indicated that this effort is "beset
by ignorance as much as by disagreements on goals and ends."
They state that "some of the reasons for this crisis of
ignorance are related to our assumptions that governments can
solve problems by putting resources to bear on them and
expanding the bureaucracies to deal with them."

The examination of the evolution of the Baltimore City Bureau
of Recreation showed that the quest for additional funding was
uppermost in the thoughts of its policymakers.

Lineberry and Sharkansky (p. 401) also indicated that
political conflict and political power produce policy choices.

They remarked that "frequently in the city, policies are
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advocated and adopted with little insight into their impacts"

(p. 215). Both of these observations are evidenced in the

history of policy decisions in the Baltimore City Bureau of

Recreation through the Board of Recreation and Parks, and will

be traced through the three chapters of history in this study.
Marchrzak (1984) indicated that research findings are only

one of the many inputs to a policy decision. Other inputs

include the views and wishes of constituencies, testimonials,

the "give-and-take" of colleagues and superiors, staff

opinions, existing policies, and preconceived attitudes.

Research findings, however, are critical and more empirical

than many of the other qualitative dimensions described above.

Lineberry and Sharkansky (1978) aided in the discussion

of public policy decisions by indicating the urban problems

that are corrected or exacerbated by these decisions:

(1) The Fiscal Crisis

(2) The Crime Problem

(3) The Pollution Problem

(4) The Racial Problem

(5) The Tax Problem

(6) The Housing Problem

(7) The Poverty Problem

(8) The Fiscal Inequities Problem

(9) The Police Problem

Many of these problems, particularly the problems of fiscal

crisis, race and fiscal inequities, have an impact on the
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decisions that are made in the field of recreation and parks,

and were described and detailed in this study.

Summary

Several types of literature were reviewed for the purpose
of this study. Historical research reviewed provided the
procedural framework for the study as well as the method to
accurately interpret the data gathered. Two organizational
studies were examined that provided both examples of framework
and comparisions of the history of another agency's (Mack,
1988) policy-making board as well as an examination of changes
in decision-making authority of selected U.S. citizen boards
(Glover, 1983).

Other studies in organizational theory (Kimberly, 1979;
Cameron, Whetten, & Kim, 1987) provided insight into the
structure of organizations and an examination of their
lifecycles. The final segment of literature reviewed examined
policy decisions, analysis and ways in which policy is related
to finances, as well as who has control over policy decisions.
These studies provided insight into the reasoning behind focus
on budgetary considerations.

The overriding financial concern of policy analysis
indicated that budgetary considerations are a critical
component of policy decisions. The political considerations

of organizational theory as well cannot be discounted. Changes
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in decision-making authority from policy-making to advisory
boards indicated the preference for the consolidation of power
with the 1local governing body, similar to the events that

occurred with the Baltimore City Department of Recreation and

Parks.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The intent of this study was to examine the evolution of
the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation from its beginning in
1940 until 1988, focusing on the factors that influenced
changes 1in policy decisions. This chapter contains
documentation of the methods of data collection, data

analysis, and data organization.

Data Collection

The methods used to compile and analyze data in this
study are those presented by both Gottschalk (1950) and Good
and Scates (1954). Good and Scates described the three major
steps in the historical method as follows:

(1) The collection of data, with consideration of
documents, remains or relics, of primary and secondary
sources, of bibliographical procedure, and of organization of

materials.

(2) the criticism of data collected, using the processes

of internal and external criticism.

(3) the presentation of facts in a readable form.
Gottschalk preceded this description with the "Four Bare

Essentials of the Historical Method", which are:
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a) the collection of surviving materials that may
be relevant;

b) the exclusion of those materials that are
unauthentic;

c) the extraction of credible testimony; and

d) the organization of that testimony into a
meaningful narrative or exposition.

Kerlinger states that historical research "is the
critical investigation of events, developments and experiences
of the past, the careful weighing of evidence of the validity
of sources of information on the past, and the interpretation
of the weighed evidence" (Kerlinger, p. 701).

The data were collected using the following primary and

secondary sources:

Primary Sources

(1) Minutes of the meetings' of the Board of Park
Commissioners (1940 - 1947) and the Board of Recreation and
Parks (1947 - 1988). Both of these boards were policy-making
entities until 1987, when the Board became advisory through an
amendment to the City Charter (via referendum).

(2) Interviews and oral histories from surviving key
figures in the early history of the Bureau of Recreation, as

well as interviews with recent and/or current administrative
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personnel 1in the Department of Recreation and Parks.

Interviewees were as follows:

a) Virginia S. Baker - Current employee of the Bureau

of Recreation as a Recreation Program Coordinator in the

Office of Adventures in Fun. She has been employed with the

Bureau for the past fifty years.

b) Stephanie Esworthy - Current employee of the

Department of Recreation and Parks as the Superintendent of
the Bureau of Music and also as Contract Officer for the

Department. She has served in the previous positions of

Administrative Assistant to Douglas Tawney (1965 - 1982) .

c) Hope Godwin - A previous Recreation District

Supervisor for the Bureau of Recreation, who had been employed
earlier with the Playground Athletic League (pre-1940). She

left the Bureau in 1960 after professional difficulties with

then Superintendent Callowhill. Ms. Godwin died in 1992,

e) James E. Grant - Retired Superintendent of

Recreation (1981 - 1988).

f) Alice D. Smith - Retired (1993) Recreation District

Supervisor for the Bureau of Recreation.

(3) city documents (e.g., budgets, legislation)

available from the Maryland Room of the Enoch Pratt Free

Library, as well as from the Department of Recreation ang

Parks Fiscal Services Unit.
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(4) "The Harold S. Callowhill Collection" - consisting
of documents, artifacts, and photographs of the tenure of

Callowhill, who was Superintendent of Recreation in Baltimore

City from 1935 - 1966.

Secondary Sources

(1) Clippings of the City's major newspapers (from 1940

to present) - The Sun, the News-American (formerly known as

the News-Post), and the Afro-American, located at the City of

Baltimore Archives. (Note: The only difficulty with these
clippings was that the page numbers of the articles were for
the most part non-existent, therefore, many of the citations
used in this study will not have a page number included.)

(2) Archives of the Baltimore City Department of
Recreation and Parks, including a "facility file" on all
community centers in the City system (both past and present).

(3) Records from the Baltimore City Life Museums, where
information was amassed for a pictorial history of the
Department from 1900 to 1955.

All of the above data were collected by note-taking,
xeroxing of documents, audiotaping and written transcription

of interviews and oral histories.
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Data Analysis

Relevant data gathered were analyzed and verified through
the use of the historical methods of external and internal
criticism found in Gottschalk (1950) and Good and Scates

(1954). External criticism was used to determine the

authenticity of data, examining it for forgeries, garbled
documents, or texts that have been restored. Internal
criticism examined the <credibility of documents and
interviews. Credibility is described by Gottschalk as being
"as close to what actually happened as we can learn from a
critical examination of the best available sources." He

indicated that the historian establishes verisimilitude (i.e.,

the appearance of truth), rather than objective truth (i.e.,

actuality). Credibility, according to Gottschalk, tests
whether:

(1) The witness was able to tell the truth;

(2) The witness was willing to tell the truth;

(3) The witness testimony was accurately reported; and

(4) There was any independent corroboration.

Once the data were verified using these methods, they
were ordered chronologically and followed these topical
categories:

a) World War II and the Post-War Era of the 1940s

b) Desegregation and the Civil Rights Movement of the

1950s and 1960s
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c) Urban Renewal and the 70s

d) The Changing Social Climate of the 80s

The data gathered were selected and analyzed based on
their relevance to the social, political and economic factors

and their influence on the administrative policy decisions of

the aforementioned chronological breakdowns.

Organization and Presentation of Data

The data, having been organized chronologically, were

presented along with the rest of the chapters of the study as

follows:

Chapter IV - World War II and the Post-War Era of the

1940s - documented the events of the 40s and the factors that

influenced the administrative decisions made during these
times, focusing on the budgetary constraints of the early

Department of Public Recreation and later Bureau of

Recreation. Information was also presented that documented

the early initiatives in the integration movement.

Chapter V - Desegregation and the Civil Rights Movement

of the 1950s and 1960s - examined the events and the factors

that affected the decisions made during those turbulent times.
Emphasis was placed on the resistance of the Baltimore City

Board of Recreation and Parks to integration in the sg0g and
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the coping of the city and the Bureau of Recreation after the

civil disturbances of the late 60s.

Chapter VI - Urban Renewal of the 1970s and the Changing

Social Climate of the 1980s - focused on the more recent

events in the evolution of the Bureau of Recreation, tracing
the growth of specialized programs to address the needs of
urban youth in the 70s to the innovative programs and
facilities developed during the 80s.

Chapter VII - Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations -
summarized the previous six chapters, including conclusions
drawn from this study and recommendations for further
research.

Epilogue - added to update the evolution of the Bureau of
Recreation since 1988 to provide a more current context in
evaluating the growth of the Bureau.

Appendices included listings of the members of the Board
of Recreation and Parks from 1940 to 1988 (Appendix A), as
well as a listing of the Directors of the Department of
Recreation and Parks from 1940 to 1988 (Appendix B). These
appendices provide accessible reference to specific
individuals and place them in visible context with one
another. Charts showing the increases and decreases in
budgets (Appendix C), staff (Appendix D), numbers and types of
facilities (Appendix E) and kinds of programs (Appendix F)
were also included, as well as several transcripts of

interviews with key personnel (Appendices G and H).
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Summary

The data collected for this study were compiled using the
historical method described by Gottschalk (1950) and Good and
Scates (1954). Data were collected from a variety of
sources, both primary and secondary through note-taking,
xeroxing of documents, audiotaping and written transcription
of personal interviews.

The data were analyzed for  authenticity (external
criticism) and credibility (internal criticism). Data were
then ordered chronologically by decade, according to the most
prevalent trends of that particular decade.

Conclusions were drawn based on the changes (increases,
decreases) that occurred in budgets, staff, number and types
of facilities and programs. The examination of these changes
in relationship to the economic, social and political factors

of the time substantiated these conclusions.
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CHAPTER IV

WORLD WAR II AND THE POST-WAR ERA OF THE 19408

The 1940s - Historical Overview

As the decade of the 1940's began, Germany had already

invaded Poland, Norway, Denmark and France; Britain and

France had declared war, and the United States was bracing for

the inevitable. By 1941, the Lend-Lease Bill was passed, and

arms were on their way to Europe to help battle the Nazi

invasion. At home, the United States continued to reel frop

the Great Depression, with 7 million Americans still without

jobs (Bedford, Colburn, & Madison, 1972).
Set into these global and national events, the Baltimore

City Charter had been revised in 1939 and the Department of

Public Recreation was created in 1940, to provide public

Support for organized recreation services for the citizens of
Baltimore, similar to what was already provided in the area of

parks services. While the Department of Public Recreation hag

its own policy-making board, it still needed to go before the
official Board of Park Commissioners, who were responsible for

the management of the Department of Parks and Squares (city
Charter, 1939) to discuss the utilization of parks ang the

playgrounds within them. The Department of Parks and Squares
all of the green spaces and

maintained and operated

Playgrounds that had been puilt in the parks, with Druidq giij
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Park being the focus of much of the early leisure activity

that occurred in them.

The Department of Public Recreation - Organization

In the years before the governmental absorption of

recreation services in Baltimore, the Playground Athletic

League (PAL) had operated playground and sports activities

with a mixture of funding sources. Prior to 1940, the pag,

relied heavily on private contributions, especially Robert

Garrett's, the founder of the early Public Athletic League,

and an avid recreational sports supporter. As has been

Previously documented, the PAL had also received minimal

funding from the Board of Park Commissioners (Park Board) to

Supplement its private donations. By 1940, however, with the

Creation of the Department of Public Recreation, municipal
Support increased from the "standard" $55,000 to $139,144,
This enabled support of a full-time, year-round staff of forty
recreation workers who operated eight recreation buildings ang
varied recreation programs in as many as eighty-seven indoor

sites (predominantly schools), as well as numerous playgrounds

(Recreation, June 1941).
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The Board of Park Commissioners

Harold §S. Callowhill, the Superintendent of the

Department of Public Recreation, (who came to the Department

after serving as the Director of the old Playground Athletic
League from 1935 to 1940), would often come to the Board of
Park Commissioners asking for permission to hold a specific

recreational activity in the parks, or to utilize a facility

that was under Parks' control. For example, in January of

1940, callowhill asked permission to utilize the Cahill

Building, which was a Department of Parks facility that woulg
later become one of the first comprehensive recreation centers

in the system (Parks Board Minutes [hereafter referred to as

PBM], March 19, 1940). The building was placed at the

disposal of the Department of Public Recreation in July 1940,
with the physical care of the facility being left to the Parks

Department, as was the case with many of the facilities and

playgrounds. Also, in May of 1940, Callowhill sent a letter

to the Board asking for permission "to conduct playgroung
activities for colored children in the northeast sector o
Harlem Square" (PBM, June 27, 1940) . Harlem Square was one
of the many small neighborhood squares in the northwest area
of the city that were maintained and controlled by the Parks
Department. The issue of segregation, which was implicit in
k Board, often led to the upholding of

the decisions of the Par
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the "separate but equal" philosophy legalized by the Plessy

vs. Ferguson Supreme Court decision of 1896.

The Department of Public Recreation, as well as the
Department of Parks and Squares, remained segregated in the
1940's, and Callowhill knew that permission would have to be
granted for these playground activities to take place. In the
case of Harlem Square, the decision regarding the use of the
northeast sector of the square was left up to the "best
judgment" of the General Superintendent of Parks, George L.
Nichols. The playground activities for colored children were
permitted, as long as the children remained in "their"
playground. The continued requests for services for the
growing "colored" population of Baltimore will remain evident
throughout Chapter 1V, and particularly in Chapter V, as
desegregation becomes a volatile national issue.

In 1941, the Department of Public Recreation, in
conjunction with the National Recreation Association,
developed a twenty-five year "Long-Range Recreation Plan",
that laid out the proposed expansion of recreation programs
and facilities through the year 1966. The Park Board came to
the realization that the taxpayers and voters seemed to be
unwilling to provide funds for the expansion of public

supervised recreation programs that they didn't believe

feasible to conduct (PBM, December 10, 1941). In a
secretarial memo included in the Park Board minutes of

December 10, 1941, J.V. Kelly, Secretary to the Park Board,
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indicated that "it seems futile to continue studies and
reports from decade to decade without working out at the same

time such a definite financing program as will show that the

Plan is feasible in the face of mounting Federal taxes, even

with the State and Municipal taxes reduced." This Secretarial

memo also indicated that the next study of either recreation

Or parks should address the following factors:

(1) The present assessed value of property (if not
already city-owned);

(2) The cost of development, with the cost of the

building shown separately;

(3) The estimated cost of policing, lighting ang the

keeping of the grounds;

The estimated cost of heating, lighting ang the

(4)

maintenance of the buildings; and
The annual cost for play supervision in all of the

(5)
areas controlled and operated by the Department of Public

Recreation and the Department of Parks, especially the

Playground areas.
While the Parks Department and the Public Recreation

Department remained separate entities, the superintendents of

both agencies realized that many of their activitijies were

The operations of these two Departments became

interrelated.
the Parks Department had a budget of

Mmuch more formalized;

$2.151.510. and the Department of Public Recreation's budget
’ ’ ’

December 10, 1941). The

was a mere $216,477 (The Sun,
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Commission on Governmental Efficiency‘and Economy, a private,
non-profit agency formed to seek out fraud and waste 1in
municipal government, recommended that these two agencies
concentrate on the activities that they had been mandated by
the City to provide - "recreational facilities, forestry, and
garden work" (PBM, December 10, 1941, p. 361). The Commission
also recommended that the Recreation budget be reduced by
$10,000, while the parks budget be reduced by only $5,000,
since the Parks Department had a larger maintenance concern.
The gap between the funding of the parks and the funding of
the recreation programs and facilities would continue for many
years.

Alfred E. Cross, one of the Park Board Commissioners,
recognized the public demand for play areas, indicating that
the Park Board should not seek to purchase any more large park
areas, but concentrate on smaller parks and squares to be used
for recreational activities. Citizen backlash, however, to
the City purchasing more land for play areas was evident.
Mrs. Paul Stevens, who sent a letter of protest to the Park
Board in December of 1941 regarding the purchase of a
playground area in Northeast Baltimore, indicating that the
money "should be used for safety traffic regulation instead in
the interest of our children" (PBM, January 7, 1942, p. 362).
Commissioner Cross countered these types of protests, by
indicating that "open play spaces in a City afforded an actual

antitoxin against juvenile delinquency" and would oppose
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cutting down the size or elimination of any play space owned

by the City (PBM, March 25, 1942, p. 366).

Recreational Activities During World War II

Japan had bombed Pearl Harbor in December of 1941, and
the United States was heavily involved in World War II, both
in Japan and in Germany. While the Department of Public
Recreation and the Department of Parks were attempting to
maintain their services to the citizens of Baltimore, they
were becoming increasingly involved in the provision of
recreation services to the U.S. soldiers housed at many of the
military establishments located both in the City and in nearby
localities. James H. Rogers, the Regional Recreational
Representative for the Department of the Army, met with
Superintendent Callowhill to work out a plan for meeting the
recreational needs of soldiers stationed at Fort George G.
Meade, Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Edgewood Arsenal, the Fifth
Regiment Armory and the Fort Holabird Quartermaster's Depot.
The Army was particularly concerned with the morale problems
at Fort Meade, and turned to the City's recreation services
for assistance. callowhill organized dances both on-site at
Ft. Meade and also at two local centers that were established
at the Fifth Regiment Armory and the Rennert Hotel, both in
downtown Baltimore. With a budget of $6,000 in 1941 for

personnel, maintenance and operations, the Department offered
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Socials, dances, parties and other types of entertainment for

the troops (callowhill Collection, 1941)
While the Department offered these types of activities

for the nation's troops, the general public did not go

unserved, though funding for recreational activities was

Scarce. In April 1942, however, the Budget Director of the

City sent a 1letter to the Park Board, requesting the

Department to close its three swimming pools for the summer,

because the $30,000 needed to operate the pools was not

expressed concern over public

Available. The Board
Cleanliness (especially among the colored population) if the

Pools remained closed. The money could not be made available,

and the pools were closed for the Summer of 1942. (PBM, April

15, 1942)
The issue of segregation appeared again several times

during the war years. The activity most frequently challengegq

Baltimore lawyer Dallas Nicholas

Was golf. In April 1942,
ard on behalf of two colored

Sent a letter to the Park BO
9olfing clubs requesting that the ban be lifted on their yse
s carroll Park, the nine-hole

°f other golf courses beside
The Park Board, however, felt that

Course reserved for them.
g the colored golf clubs "equal

they had a good record of givin
k," not recognizing the

par
and adequate facilities at carroll
e-hole course, while the other

fact that it was the only nin
clifton, and Hillsdale) were

three courses (Mt. pleasant,

BM April 15, 1942). As a result of My,
(PBM,

€ighteen holes
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Nicholas' letter and subsequent pressure, in May 1942, the
Board notified the General Superintendent of Parks not to
refuse colored golfers at any of the courses. In June,
Commissioner C. Markland Kelly indicated that "no further
action on extending the use of recreational facilities to
Negroes should be taken until the courts decide on how far it
was necessary to go." The motion to allow Negro golfers on
golf courses besides Carroll Park was rescinded. In July
1942, the Baltimore Circuit Court issued a writ of "mandamus,"
forcing the Park Board to reopen the golf courses to all
golfers. For the time being, the Board obeyed the writ, but
both the battle against segregation, and World War II raged
on.

In December of 1942, Robert Garrett, the chairman of the
Board of the Department of Public Recreation, requested that
control of certain neighborhood parks and squares be turned
over to the Recreation Department for programming. These nine
areas were Collington Square, City Springs, Franklin Square,
Harlem Park, Johnston Square, Lafayette Square, Madison
Square, Perkins Square, and Union Square (PBM - December 9,
1942). Commissioner Cross had hoped that the Department of
Public Recreation would be placed as a sub-department under
Parks so that the Board could exert complete control over 1t
put realized that it was created because the cost of

supervised recreation had become too heavy to be supported by

Garrett's private funds. It was agreed that the Recreation
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Department could only, at this time, have the control of
playground use in these areas, and requested a meeting with
Mr. Garrett and Superintendent Callowhill to work out the
details of the arrangement. By February 1943, Superintendent
Callowhill came back to the Board and asked for Harlem Park
again. At this time, the Department of Recreation was given
total control of it, including the total cost of operation
(PBM, February, 1943).

In 1943 sufficient funding was made available from the
Parks Department's budget to open the pools again for the
summer, but the segregation issue flared up again. The Court
of Appeals ruled that the writ of "mandamus" was invalid due
to several "trial errors," and the Negro golfers were
relegated to the cCarroll Park course once again with no
immediate recourse (PBM, March 17, 1943). The Department of
Public Recreation continued to expand, however, growing from
four recreation buildings in 1940 to eight buildings in 1943
and over 74 indoor recreation programs located in school
buildings and on playgrounds. Not only had the number of
centers doubled, but the number of full-time, year-round staff
had done almost the same, moving from twenty-four in 1940 to

forty-one in 1943 (Recreation, June 1943).

The competition between the Departments of Parks and
public Recreation continued through the 1940s. In December
1943, the Department of Public Recreation asked for the use of

Baltimore Stadium, which was managed by the Park Board, for a
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fundraising event. This request was summarily rejected since
the facility was not designated for fundraising activities,
and the Recreation Department had to look elsewhere for a
facility (PBM, December 1, 1943). By 1944, the City's Charter
Revision Committee was beginning to discuss the possibility of
a consolidation of both Departments, but encountered
opposition among officials along with Superintendent
Callowhill (PBM, March 15, 1944). Movement towards this end
was beginning to occur, with the turning over of six of the
original neighborhood parks and squares to the Department of
Public Recreation for total operation.

While all of these changes were occurring, some other
more subtle changes were beginning to appear. Since the
spring of 1943, Carroll Park Golf Course had been undergoing
a substantial renovation, and the golfers, both Negro and
white, had been playing together on the other golf courses.
Attorney Dallas Nicholas approached the Park Board again in
June 1945, asking that all public golf courses be open to all
golfers. Now that the Carroll Park renovations were complete,
however, the Park Board once again ruled that Carroll Park
Golf Course would be the only golf course opened for Negroes
only, still maintaining their "separate but equal" posture
(PBM, June 5, 1945). World War II was ending, but the battle

for equality was just beginning.
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The Post-War Era in Recreation and Parks

As the war ended and the troops returned home from other
Countries with their new experiences and a taste for different

Fecreational activities, the demand for services from the

Municipal departments of recreation and parks increased. 1Inp

Baltimore in 1945, the pools that were located in the major

Parks - pruid Hill (both black and white), Clifton ang

Patterson (white only) - received tremendous usage, seeing an
increase of over 20,000 participants in the first ten days of

the Swimming season as compared to the prior year (PBM, August

8, 1945), These increases were in spite of the ney

Tequirement for bathers to bring their own suits and towels,

wWhich were previously provided for them at a minimal cost to

Cover laundering and repairs.
The Department of Public Recreatlon saw an increase in

Participation and demand for services. By July of 1945, the

Department was employing fifty-six full-time workers who

Worked on a year-round basis in ten recreation buildings ang

Over sixty-six indoor recreation centers in school building
9Ymnasia (Recreation, July, 1945): The total budget for the
Department of Public Recreation that year was $341,224, which

included funds from not only municipal sources, but alse
SuPplemental funding from private,‘state and some Federal

Sources,
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As the pressure to consolidate recreation and parks
services continued, the Park Board began the process of
restructuring the Department of Parks. In September 1945, the
Board petitioned the City Service Commission to abolish the
position of General Superintendent of Parks, upon the
reitrement of George Nichols, and to create the position of
Director of Parks. R. Brooke Maxwell, who had been the
assistant to Mr. Nichols, was recommended for the new position
(PBM, September 4, 1945) . The first phase of the
restructuring had begun, with the Department of Public
Recreation already reconfigured for the proposed
consolidation. Maxwell was confirmed as the first Director of
Parks 1in February 1946, and the Department of Public
Recreation, under Superintendent Callowhill's leadership,
received a modest $25,000 increase in its budget amounting to
$448,745. Additionally, six other neighborhood parks and
squares were turned over to recreation for total operation:
Johnston Square, Cloverdale Playground, Madison Square
Playground, Perkins Square, Lafayette Square, and Federal Hill
Park. All of these changes did not occur smoothly, however.
In June 1946, the Director of Parks discussed the conflicts
between parks and recreation regarding the maintenance of
these parks and squares areas, indicating that recreation did
not have the staff or the training to do the job. The Park

Board directed the Department of Public Recreation to insure
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that the areas that were being turned over to them were
properly maintained (PBM, June 5, 1946).

The continuing battle with the central Baltimore
government over the lack of funding for the provision of
recreation and parks services became more apparent in the
Summer of 1946, when Park Board President C.K. Straub asked
Mayor McKeldin for additional funding. The number of
facilities that were being managed by the Parks Department had
grown significantly, with the addition of three large park
pools at Patterson, Riverside and Gwynns Falls Parks. In
addition, the Department of Public Recreation was managing
more playgrounds, squares and indoor centers at its still
minimal funding levels.

The increasing demand for more services on the part of
the Negro population of Baltimore came to the forefront in the
midst of all of these budget problems when Addison Pinkney,
Executive Secretary of the Baltimore Chapter of the
N.A.A.C.P., met with the Board and demanded answers to the
following concerns:

(1) Why the squares in the Negro communities were being
allowed to deteriorate (NOTE: many of these squares were now
under the control of the Recreation Department) ;

(2) Why the Park Police were driving colored people from
playgrounds in both Bentalou Park and Druid Hill Park, even
though the color density of the population in those areas was

changing;
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(3) Why if two-thirds of the patrons of Druid Hill Park
were black, the present tennis and swimming facilities for
them in the park were woefully inadequate (Druid Hill had the
only swimming pool available to Negroes in the City);

(4) Why there was not colored patronage allowed on all
of the city's golf courses (PBM, August 14, 1946).

Mr. Pinkney also came to the meeting "to dispel the
fallacious deduction that Negroes create slums" and offered to
work with the Park Board and appear at City Council meetings

and the Board of Estimates hearings on the budget to ask for

more funds for recreation and parks services (Morning Sun,
August 15, 1946). The Board listened to Mr. Pinkney but did
not provide a response to his inquiries.

The Department of Parks would continue to receive cuts in
its budget ($46,000), but these cuts were modest compared to
what the City Council had slashed from the Department of
Public Recreation, which had requested $813,301 for 1947, as
compared to the $448,745 it had received in 1946. The City
Council refused to allow these increases and cut the
Department's budget by $339,435 to a final total of $473,866,
a mere $25,121 over what it had received the previous year

(Evening Sun, December 13, 1946).

The need for a combined effort on the part of recreation
and parks services had become increasingly apparent, and in
1946, the Baltimore City Charter was amended to consolidate

the Departments of Parks, Recreation and Music. In July 1947,
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the actual consolidation became official, and the Departments
became "bureaus" comprising the present Department of
Recreation and Parks. The seven member Board of Public
Recreation was merged with the five member Board of Park
Commissioners. The product was a seven member policy-making
Board of Recreation and Parks, consisting of several members
of both previous boards. The new Board consisted of Robert
Garrett as President, J. Marshall Boone, S. Lawrence
Hammerman, Dr. Bernard Harris (the only Negro on the Board),
Weston B. Scrimger, R. Wilburt Marsheck and Mrs. Howard W.
Ford (PBM, July 28, 1947). In August 1947, the titles of the
top administrators for the Department were changed as follows:
Director of Recreation and Parks, Superintendent of
Recreation, and Superintendent of Parks. R. Brooke Maxwell
was selected as Director, who was, as the City Charter
mandated, "familiar with the sound, modern practices of
community recreation and park operation, and shall be a person
of high standing in this field" (City Charter, 1946, p. 121).
Harold S. Callowhill remained Superintendent of Recreation,
and Charles A. Hook became Superintendent of Parks (PBM,
August 18, 1947).

While the merger was necessary, it took quite some time
for the power of the Board to become unified and begin to
change the City's perception of the value of the field of
recreation and parks, which had never been quite understood.

In 1947, the Recreation budget was once again cut by $194,948,
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forcing Callowhill to request transfers of funds from full-
time salaries to part-time salaries and building expenses to
keep the programs and activities in the Bureau functioning
(PBM - September 10, 1947). The effect of these adjustments
was to diminish the quality and quantity of services provided
and postpone needed maintenance of facilities.

The one bright spot in this period of dissension and cuts
was the opening of the Chick Webb Memorial Recreation Center,
which would be the first recreation center constructed
exclusively for the use of Baltimore's Negro population.
While many smaller centers were being operated for Negroes in
schools and other park areas, this was the first building
constructed specifically for their use. It was actually the
renovation of an old ice plant, and the East Baltimore
neighborhood surrounding it raised $15,000 to purchase the
plant, while the City appropriated $121,842 for reconditioning

(Baltimore News-Post, November 29, 1947).

Recreational Programs and Activities

Through all of the events that were occurring on the
administrative level in the Department of Recreation and
Parks, the field staff continued to provide programs to meet
the needs of the residents of Baltimore City. In an interview
with Hope Godwin (1988), recreation program supervisor during

the 40's and 50's, she indicated that the types of programs
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that were offered were fairly standard around the City -
sports activities (athletics) such as basketball, football,
soccer, softball and track & field. These activities were
predominantly offered for boys and men, with physical
conditioning, crafts, cooking and dancing classes offered for
the girls. Children's activities such as playground group
games, contests, table games and arts and crafts classes were
offered in many of the recreation centers and playgrounds
throughout the year (Interview, Virginia S. Baker, November 1,

1988) .

Continued Segregation in Recreation and Parks

The programs offered by the Bureau of Recreation were
still segregated as were all of the recreational and parks
facilities through the 1940s. The Bureau had a separate
Colored Division, which operated seven community centers
(including Chick Webb), six school sites and four public

housing sites (B of R Financial Sheets, 1948/1949). This was

in contrast to the twelve community centers, thirty-nine
school sites, and four public housing sites operated for
whites during school year programming.

In March 1948, the Urban League of Baltimore submitted a
letter to the Board requesting a conference on the subject of
the Board's policy of segregation in recreational and athletic

programs in the Bureau of Recreation. Robert Garrett,

51



President of the Board, ordered a special committee made up of

Board members to confer on the matter (PBM, April 6, 1948).

The Urban League came back to the Board in May 1948 ang

Submitted a report outlining their request. Dr. Bernard

Harris, the only Negro member on the Board, agreed with the
Urban League and wanted to let the desegregation issue evolve

On its own, but not hinder its evolution by maintaining

Previous policies of mandated segregation, especially in the

area of athletics (PBM, May 4, 1948). This current discussion

of desegregation was precipitated by a violation of Boarqg
Policy when an interracial basketball team played at cahil]
Recreation center in December 1947, causing the forfeiture of
any games played by that particular team and the disruption of

the Amateur Sports 14-16 year old basketball league Played at

Cahill. 1n January 1948, the Board ruled that "the policy of

the Department of Recreation and Parks of not allowing

interracial athletics be continued until further study by thig

Board" (pBM, January 20, 1948, p. 162). The only dissenting
Vote on this measure came from Dr. Harris. The Progressive

Citizens of America, a political group following the

Presidential candidacy of Henry Wallace, supported Dr. Harris:!

efforts' and were described by Robert Garrett as subversive

carrett indicated that through various court

and communist.
is normal treatment in

; es
Cases, wthe separation of rac

. 62).
Marylang. (PBM, January 20, 1948, p. 162)
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The next challenge, also in the area of athletics, came
again from the golfers. Mr. Charles R. Law requested a
hearing after having been refused play at the Mount Pleasant
Golf Course, whereby the Board reiterated its policy of making
only Carroll Park Golf Course open to blacks. Again, Dr.
Harris was the only dissenting voice on the Board, indicating
that Carroll Park was not equal, therefore the "separate but
equal" argument was not valid. By July 1948 the Board had
devised an elaborate system of staggered play on each of the
city's golf courses, whereby certain days were for white
players, and certain days were open to black players. Mr.
Law, however, went ahead with a lawsuit trying to force the
issue to desegregate the golf courses totally (PBM, July 20,
1948) .

At the same time, challenges were surfacing in the sport
of tennis. The Young Progressives of Maryland, the youth
component of the Progressive Citizens of America, informed the
Board that they would be playing an interracial tennis match
in Druid Hill Park on July 11, 1948. R. Brooke Maxwell,
Director of Recreation and Parks, advised the group not to
proceed in this manner, and any efforts to do so would be
dealt with by the Department's Police Division. The Young
Progressives went ahead with the match, and a total of twenty-
four persons were arrested that day (PBM, July 20, 1948).

This case would go through various appeals courts and as far
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as the Supreme Court, which refused to hear the case (Kessler

& Zang, 1989, p.39).

The the average participant appeared quite willing to
€hgage in interracial play, but the policy-makers were holding

the line on desegregation until they were absolutely forced to

integrate. 1n a July 17, 1948 letter to the editor, Ernest

Hernsten wrote that "Charles A. Hook, Superintendent of Parks,

Should pe strongly urged by the people of Baltimore to recind

At once the un-Christian like order which prevents Negroes and
White persons from sharing the recreational facilities
together in our Baltimore parks. Let us, by example, show

that all Americans are brothers...not second-class citizens,n

(The sun, July 20, 1948).
The Board of Recreation and Parks had held firm, however,

indicating in a statement to the Baltimore Afro-American (July

1o, 1948) newspaper that the Board "was more or Jless
its own rules" and that the

Autonomous and could make
Segregation policy was "a practice and custom arising out of
This battle would continue to

the rulings of this Board".
as will be documented jip

Yage on for several more years,

Chapter v,

Continued Budgetary Constraints

In addition to the segregation issues facing the
n additi
s of the Department of

Department, the continual cutback
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Recreation and Parks' budget requests made the gains in public
support minimal, at best. For example, 1949's budgets for
both parks and recreation included only $186,793 in additions,
as opposed to $900,000 that had been requested, due to City-
wide fiscal restraints. The Board protested the cuts to
Herbert Fallin, the City's budget director, saying "a cut of
that size means something will have to be neglected, and if
you neglect proper maintenance of your plant - before you know
it, you have nothing left to maintain" (PBM, September 21,
1949). These words would become quite prophetic as the
Department dealt with mounting maintenance problems in
subsequent years.

As the Department of Recreation and Parks moved into the
1950's, it faced these two major issues:

(1) The lack of budgetary support from the City, which
hampered significant expansion of services, even though the
City residents were constantly clamoring for new programs, new
facilities and new playgrounds.

(2) The segregation issue, which eventually came to a
head in the early 50's and forced policy changes that brought

the Department into line with national trends.
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Summary

The 1940s began with World War II and the development of

publicly supported recreation in Baltimore City. Recreation

had movegq from the private realm of donations from wealthy

indiviquails such as Robert Garrett to fiscal support from the

9enera] City budget. With a beginning sum of $139,144, the

Department of Public Recreation managed to operate eight

recreation buildings and as many as eighty-seven school sites

With 4 full-time, year-round staff of forty recreation

Workers, Programs offered ranged from team sports activitijiesg

for boys, to crafts, cooking and dance classes for girls and

Playground games and contests for young children (see Appendiy

F).
The appropriations for Baltimore City in 1940 apg

Comparisons of the Department of Parks, the Department of

Publjc Recreation, and the Enoch Pratt Free Library system are

Presented in Table 1 (Board of Estimates Appropriations,

The other departments in the City were quite large,

1940) ,
and would not lend themselves to a valid comparison. ag can

be Seen, the gap between recreation and parks was quite wide,

but the number of facilities and acreage of land was much

d Squares. The Enoch

larger for the Department of pParks an
served similar leisure time

Pratt Fpree Library System

interestS, and was funded accordingly.
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TABLE 1

Board of Estimates Appropriations for Baltimore City

(1940)
Department Amount % of Budget
Public Recreation S 139,144 o2
Parks $ 2,000,000 3.2
Libraries S 552,885 «9
TOTAL CITY $61,759,097 100.0

While the segregation issue had begun to take shape, the
Negro population of Baltimore City remained quite low. Table
2 indicates the percentage of Negro versus white population in
the City in 1940.

The Negro population of less than 20% had a difficult
time demanding equal services from an overwhelmingly white
population. The separate Colored Division of the Bureau of
Recreation operated seven community centers, in contrast to
the twelve community centers operated for the white

population.
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TABLE 2

Population Characteristics of Baltimore City

(1940)
Race Population %
White 692,705 80.6
Negro 165,843 19.3
Other 552 -1
TOTAL 859,100 100.0

The Board of Recreation and Parks, headed by Robert
Garrett, an avowed segregationist, ‘would not move on the
integration of the Department of Recreation and Parks until

forced to do so, which occurred in the next decade.
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CHAPTER V
DESEGREGATION AND THE CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT

OF THE 19508 AND 19608

The 1950s - Historical Overview

By the beginning of the 1950s the United States had
recovered from World War II. The focus of attention was on a
different threat, however, the "Red Scare" (communism) and
with it, the rise of the McCarthy era, which sought out and
persecuted real or perceived communists in the U.S. Fraught
with suspicion and paranoia, the "blacklisting" of many well-
recognized personalities 1led to an uncertainty in our
reactions to one another. Almost immediately, we were thrust
into the Korean War the U.N. forces were sent to battle the
North Korean Communist threat.

At the same time, the civil rights movement gained

momentum in the U.S. with the Brown v. Board of Education of

Topeka Supreme Court decision, which strenthened the demands
for equality under the law for all people. The years that
followed led to great strides in civil rights, but not without
great struggle and serious conflict (Bedford, Colburn, &
Madison, 1972).

The City of Baltimore was thrust into the civil rights

arena, and the Department of Recreation and Parks had to
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adjust its policies to meet the new laws that were being

mandated with the public outcry for civil rights.

Racial, Economic and Political Unrest

At the opening of the 1950's the Department of Recreation
and Parks was still operating on the assumption of "separate
but equal", even though the wall of defense of that philosophy
was crumbling. Two members of the Board, R. Wilburt Marsheck
and J. Marshall Boone, were vehemently opposed by The Urban
League of Baltimore and the Baltimore Chapter of the
N.A.A.C.P. when their terms were up for renewal. Mayor Thomas
D'Alesandro, Jr. backed both members, and they were
recommended for reappointments to terms that would last until

1955 (Afro-American, September 27, 1949). The Baltimore City

Council, who must approve all appointments, delayed approval

of the appointments based on the opposition, and the two men

quit (Evening Sun, October 6, 1949). The President of the
Board, Robert Garrett, a well-known segregationist, was also
threatening to quit as a result of a scandal developing over
preferential use of contractors (possibly through bribery) in
City construction projects. The department's firing of an
employee (Myron J. Cohen) over the matter was being
challenged, and if he were reinstated, Garrett threatened to
quit. Cohen was found not at fault and reinstated, and on

January 27, 1950, Garrett quit the Board of Recreation and
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Parks and notified the Mayor of his "protest resignation"
(Morning  Sun,

January 27, 1950). With these three

resignations, the black community felt that there was new hope

for the integration of the Department of Recreation ang parks.

In an Afro-American article (May 6,1950), Garrett, even though
he had been identified with the recreation scene in Baltimore
for over half a century, was bid a "not too fond farewell."

The newspaper remarked that they thought that the Board of
Recreation and Parks would be better off without him.

Through all of this; the Department of Recreation and
Parks remained segregated, with a separate "Division of
Colored Activities" supervised by a recently promoted Senior

Supervisor, Theodore Brown.

The creation of +the Senior

Supervisor position was necessary, due to the expansion of

services to the black community and the continual demand for

increased services (PBM, July 6, 1949).

As the demand for services increased, unfortunately, the
amount of governmental support did

not increase

proportionally. 1In April 1950, the Board made an emergency

request to the Mayor for an additional $25,000 to staff and
operate four additional recreation centers and playgrounds in

Canton, Brooklyn, Curtis Bay and Towanda, all due to open in

the summer (PBM, April 25, 1950). All of these facilities,
however, were in white areas,

leaving the Negro population
with the same ten facilities they had utilized in the past.
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In 1950, the Board continued to develop creative ways of

avoiding the issue of desegregation particularly on its public

90lf courses. A "grand experiment" had been developed which

Created alternate days of use on the golf courses by white and

black golfers. By June, the "end run" around the

desegregation orders previously given proved a dismal failure.
The Memorial Day holiday fell on a "colored day," and the
result was that only one hundred golfers played the eighteen

hole course, as opposed to the four to five hundred players

that woulg normally participate on a "white day." Ky

®ditorial in the Evening Sun (June 2, 1950) termed this policy
"Costly, cumbersome and discriminatory" and noted that "ap

alert Board would change it (the policy) before the Memoria]

Day experience is repeated."
As the composition of the Board changed, the receptivity

°f the Board to the issue of integration changed as wel],.

James . anderson was named to replace Robert Garrett as

President in June, 1950, and three other members, Gerald s.
4

Wise: George G. Shriver, and James H. Gorges had been selecteq
to replace J. Marshall Boone, R. wilburt Marsheck, and Weston
B, Scrimger, all who had resigned in the past few months
The first test case was brought before

(PBM, guly 1, 1950).
when Earl Koger, of the

this ney Board in September of 1950,
New Area Neighborhood Association (NANA) complained that at

Easterwood Park and playground the only paid staff member was
White and worked with a handful of whites on organizeqg

62



Fecreation activities, while four-fifths of those who utilized

the area (and received no services) were black. He indicated

that the only remedy to the situation was integration. The

Fesponse from the Board was that they "promised to give the
Matter attention as soon as possible in connection with its

Plans for consideration of its whole policy of segregation"

(PBM, September 15, 1950).
While this was by no means a definitive statement of

agreement with integration, it was certainly a giant step away

from the past attitude of the Board. In its September 29,

1950 meeting, the Board discussed the policy of segregation in
the park and recreation system and authorized the President to

discuss various phases of the subject with the City Solicitor

(PBM, september 29, 1950). In October 1950, the Board votegd

to replace the white program at Easterwood with a black one by

December 1, 1950 While not integrating, this still serveg
; ’

the needs of the majority of the population in that community,

(PBM, oOctober 27, 1950).
The push for integration heated up in October of 1950,

however, with the filing of a lawsuit by Linwood G. Koger, Jr.

for the exclusion of three black adults and four black

one of the City's public

Children fron Port smallwood Beach,
Recreation and Parks.

beaches operated by the pepartment of
The Board and the Director of the Department, R. Brooke
vening Sun, October g,

Maxweil, ‘were mamed &8 defendants (E
as filed by Philip Boyer, a white

1950). Another lawsuit W

63



basketball coach who wanted to coach Negro boys at one of the
Department's school recreation sites but was denied because it
violated the Board's policy against interracial athletics.
The Board was issued a petition of "mandamus" in November 1950
which would force the interracial team to be approved. The
Board promptly ignored the petition with the only dissenting
voice once again from Dr. Bernard Harris (PBM, November 18,
1950) . The hope for an "enlightened" Board seemed to be
disappearing very quickly. In May 1951, a ruling by Judge W.
Calvin Chestnut of the Federal District Court forbade City
authorities "to exercise any discrimination against Negroes"
at Ft. Smallwood Beach. Following its traditional pattern,
the Board instituted an alternating schedule of "black/white
days" at Ft. Smallwood, with whites permitted on the first
twenty days of each Summer month (June, July and August) and
Negroes relegated to the last ten days of each month (News-
Post, May 25, 1951). Much like the situation at the golf
courses in 1950, the "colored days" at the beach involved the
Memorial Day weekend, with the predictable result of limited

bathers at the beach. An Afro-American editorial (June 2,

1951) described the Board as "incompetent" and charged that
the changes in its make-up had "not worked out well." The

Morning Sun (June 13, 1951) editorial, referred to the Board's

solution to the court ruling on the desegregation of Ft.

Smallwood as "stupid and callous."
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As a result of increased pressure, the Board prepared
proposals for changes 1in the segregation policy of the
Department as follows:

(1) Tennis - certain courts would be designated for
interracial play, while others would remain segregated as
well; the same situation would hold true for athletic fields
in the parks;

(2) Playgrounds - much like the tennis courts, there
would be supervised mixed play on certain playgrounds;

(3) Swimming pools - will remain segregated;

(4) Ft. Smallwood - alternate day schedule as before;

(5) Golf courses - Effective July 10, 1951, segregation
on all City golf courses will end. This revised policy was
approved unanimously, with Dr. Harris agreeing to this small
progress, but indicating that he would not give up the fight
for complete integration (PBM, June 25, 1951).

Over the next several months, the decision on Ft.
Smallwood was revisited over and over again, with proposals
for the building of separate bathing facilities for Negroes
and whites, and relegating separate areas of the beach to the

different races (Morning Sun, October 27,1951). The biggest

economic problem to be faced by the Department was the loss of
money for the concessionaires at Ft. Smallwood due to the
uncertain political climate. Pressure from this group would
undoubtedly force the issue to a climax at some point in the

near future (PBM - October 26, 1951).
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While all of these deliberations were going on, the
Bureau of Recreation was beginning to see small increases in
the overall budget. The budget for 1952 would increase by
13.5% to $768,975, while the budget for the Bureau of Parks
would increase by a similar amount (12%) to $2,301,446. The
disparity between the budgets of the two bureaus would
continue for many years to come, but the Bureau of Recreation
was beginning to make progress. By this point in time, the
Bureau was supporting approximately one hundred fifty full-
time positions, with over four hundred part-time/seasonal

positions to program in twenty recreation centers and over

fifty playgrounds and schoolyards (Activity Directory, 1951-
1952) .

In March 1952, the only Negro member of the Board, Dr.
Bernard Harris, left to take a position on the School Board.
By the end of the month, Rev. Wilbur Waters was named to
replace him as the Negro representative on the Board of
Recreation and Parks. This representation was important, as
the Ft. Smallwood issue continues to surface. Plans were
being pushed forward to create separate beaches for both races
to replace the separate day schedule. President Anderson
felt that the Board "was not ready for complete integration of
the races in the use of bathing facilities" (Morning Sun,
January 27, 1952).

Baltimore's position on the integration of facilities

seemed to change only when it was forced to change by court
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rulings; the Maryland Commission on Interracial Problems and
Relations, however, felt that the pace was adequate. The
local counterpart of this commission, the Baltimore City
Committee on Human Relations, met with the Board of Recreation
and Parks in September 1952 and requested a report on the
racial status of all facilities. Mr. William C. Rogers, Sr.,
Chairman of the City Commission, indicated that "recreation
and parks was doing an excellent job along race relations
lines" (PBM, September 26, 1952, p. 198).

The demand for a integration of all recreation and parks
facilities continued. In the spring of 1953, the Baltimore
Tennis Club, the city's premier black tennis group, pressed
the Board for a ban on segregated tennis play. The Board
listened, and proposed that the situation be "restudied" (PBM,
April 18, 1953),. As the Summer of 1953 began and the
temperature began to climb, the cry for open City pools became
much louder. An article in the Afro—American (July 18, 1953)
decried the fact that while there were seven large outdoor
pools in the City, six of them were for whites only, with the
blacks being relegated to the one pool designated for them in
Druid Hill Park. Members of the East Baltimore black
community felt that the expectation that they should travel to
Druid Hill, 1located in West Baltimore, was completely
unreasonable. By August 1953, Attorney Linwood G. Koger, Jr.
of the Baltimore N.A.A.C.P. chapter approached the Board once

again asking that they reverse their segregation policy at the
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pools to avoid any further legal action. The Board defiantly
agreed not to change its policy with the lone voice of Rev.
Wilbur Waters dissenting (PBM, August 22, 1953). The Board
responded to a Federal Court injunction on segregation that
the swimming facilities in the City were equal, and that a new
pool for Negroes would be opening in Cherry Hill in 1954 (The
Sun, September 24, 1953). In the meantime, the Ft. Smallwood
Beach was opened up to all visitors, but few took advantage of
the situation fearing problems with mixing the races (Evening
Sun, July 28, 1953). The Board was wéiting anxiously for the
outcome of a court case involving the State of Maryland and
its segregation policy at Sandy Point State Park, which had
been almost identical to the situation at Ft. Smallwood. The
battle went on, but the conclusion to the integration issue

was not far off.

Professional Development in the Bureau of Recreation

As the country, state and city continued to iron out the
differences to settle the segregation issue, the Bureau of
Recreation was dealing with another serious problem - respect
for the profession of recreation and adequate compensation for
the professionals working in the field. In December 1953, the
Board heard a report from the Leadership and Salary Committee
of the Maryland Recreation Society, composed of Mrs. Pauline

Ridenour of Social Security, Dr. Ellen B. Harvey of the
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University of Maryland, Department of Recreation and Mr. L.B.
Twist, chairman of the committee. This group had examined the
Bureau of Recreation's salary and administrative structure and
came to the following conclusions:

(1) Public recreation is recognized as important;

(2) Good leadership is the basis of worthwhile

recreation;

(3) The leadership situation in Baltimore is desperate;

(4) Present salaries do not attract or hold qualified

personnel;

(5) Graduates of state colleges are not applying to the

Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation;
(6) The salaries of the professional people are much
too low. (PBM, December 5, 1953, p. 349)

The "Twist Committee" recommended to the Board that the
starting salary for a Senior Recreation Leader be $3,800, as
opposed to the current $2,925, and that all other salaries be
adjusted accordingly. The Board, in its wusual mode of
operation, assigned a committee to study the committee's
report, with President Anderson indicating that the Department
can train its own people through its In-Service Training
Program, and doesn't necessarily need to seek (or pay for),
college trained people. Superintendent Callowhill had been
fighting this battle for many years, constantly asking for
salary upgrades for his professional staff (PBM, December 5,

1953).
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The problem escalated in February 1954, when Callowhill
came back to the Board, indicating that he was having
difficulty hiring staff for the Bureau; there were ten
vacancies that he couldn't fill, because there were no
applicants. The Board responded that the qualifications for
the jobs were too high; Callowhill countered that the salaries
were too low. The Board indicated that it would "study the
problem" (PBM, February 6, 1954, p. 360).

The next month, six members of the Bureau of Recreation's
supervisory staff (Leidig, Burdick, Onion, Cottrill, Harris
and Godwin) came to the Board with a grievance, complaining
about the continued operation of the many recreation centers
despite short staff. The Board, unimpressed by their plea and
feeling that the Bureau of Recreation was fairly staffed,
squashed their grievance (PBM, March 27, 1954).

Finally, in April 1954 the Baltimore City Council,
through a petition by the Citizen's Committee for Recreation,
a local support group for the Bureau, was made aware of the
salary difficulties in the Bureau. The Board was criticized
for ignoring the recommendations of the Twist Committee, and

asked to reevaluate the situation (Evening Sun, April 24,

1954) . At the next Board meeting, the Citizen's Committee for
Recreation met with the Board, who informed them of their role
and responsibility as the policy-making entity of the
Department, and indicated that the decision on salaries would

be their decision, and no one else's (PBM, May 28, 1954). By
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July 1954, the salaries of the staff of the Bureau of
Recreation had been adjusted, with the range for Senior

Recreation Leader from $3,675 to $4,275, with all other

salaries being adjusted accordingly (PBM, July 17, 1954).

The End of Segqregation

While all of the professional development issues were
occupying the time of the Board, the desegregation issue was

moving along quite rapidly in the nation's court systems. 1In

April of 1954, the Supreme Court, in its Brown v. Board of

Education of Topeka ruling, held that segregation in the

public school system was unconstitutional, and all school
systems were to be desegregated at once (Bedford, Colburn, &
Madison, 1972).

The Department of Recreation and Parks, however, was not
prepared to accept this decision as final for all types of
facilities just yet. By 1955, however, the inevitable was
beginning to appear. 1In March of 1955, the Sandy Point State
Park/Ft. Smallwood segregation court case had gone to the U.S.
Court of Appeals which had ruled that the beaches must
integrate. The Board, in its April, 1955 meeting made a
motion to encourage the city to join with the State in
appealing the decision to the U.S. Supreme Court. Rev. Wilbur

Waters agreed, saying that the case should go to the Supreme
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Court to "settle the issue once and for all" (PBM, April 15,
1955, p. 479).

That issue was settled "once and for all" on November 7,
1955, when the Supreme Court ruled that the segregation of
beaches, parks, golf courses and recreational facilities was
unconstitutional. This decision was merely a widening of the
earlier school desegregation ruling, prompting Governor
Theodore R. McKeldin to state that he saw "no reason" why the
State should not go along with the ruling (The Sun, November
8, 1955).

With their backs to the wall, the Board of Recreation and
Parks met in Executive Session on the morning of November 18,
1955 and, in a public meeting later that afternoon, voted to
approve unanimously the following motion from Rev. Wilbur H.
Waters: "I move that the policy of this Board be that the
operation of all park and recreational facilities under its
jurisdiction be henceforward operated on an INTEGRATED BASIS"
(PBM, November 18, 1955, p. 531). Now, by law, the Department
of Recreation and Parks was fully integrated. In practice,
the reality of this law would take many years to be fully

realized.

The Expansion of Recreation Services

Now that the battle for integration was won, the

Department of Recreation and Parks, and more specifically, the
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Bureau of Recreation, could devote more attention to the much
needed expansion of services for the residents of Baltimore.
As early as 1953, the City Department of Planning was pushing
its "Inner-City Report" which urged the construction of at
least thirty-three new recreational facilities, playgrounds
and/or playfields in the next twenty years. In 1954, the
Board approved this plan in principle, but indicated that it
could not commit to the expenditure of any funds at that
point. The funds for capital development may have been
available, but operating funds were still in short supply.
(PBM, September 23, 1954).

The financial picture seemed to be brightening, however,
as the Bureau of Recreation's budget rose an estimated 24.41%
to an all-time high of $931,135, while the Parks Bureau's
budget rose 13.45% to $2,656,852. The gap between the two,
though still quite wide, was beginning to narrow, if ever so
slightly (PBM, July 17, 1954).

The Bureau of Recreation was now operating nineteen
community recreation centers, and twenty playgrounds during
the school year. When summer came the number mushroomed to
thirty-five community centers and forty-nine playgrounds and

playfields (Schedule of Activities - 1955/1956). The

continual need for trained staff was never more apparent than
in 1956, when Mr. Callowhill came to the Board to discuss his
Bureau's personnel recruitment situation. He indicated that

he had twenty-two leadership vacancies, and that he was going

73



to begin recruiting students from high school who were not
going to college. These were young people who had the
potential to work in recreation, would be trained as Junior
Recreation Leaders, and would hopefully be placed on a career
track within the Bureau (PBM, February 10, 1956).

Callowhill was adamant about the fact that the people of
Baltimore were "facility-conscious" and needed to be made
aware of the need for professionally-trained (and
professionally compensated) recreation staff (The Sun, June
10, 1956). For example, in June 1956, the pool staff received
special training to deal with the racial issues that would
likely develop as the pools were opened on an integrated basis
for the first time. Edward J. Kelly, Supervisor of the
National Park System in Washington, D.C., came to address the

two hundred white and Negro pool staff on the challenges of

working in a newly integrated situation (Evening Sun, June 21,
1956) .

The message that the Bureau of Recreation needed
additional funding had started to get through to the Finance
Department, as the 1956 budget saw the Bureau of Recreation
funding finally exceed the $1 million mark with a total of
$1,018,877. This represented a 20.3% increase over the
previous year. The Parks Bureau also continued to enjoyed
significant increases, with a 24.4% increase to a total of

$3,482,957 (Evening Sun, July 9, 1956).
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While the attendance was down in the public pools for the
summer of 1956 (some attributed it to desegregation, while
some attributed it to the unusually cool weather that year),
attendance at the system's sixty-three playgrounds and forty
recreation centers grew dramatically. There were 1,298,963
persons participating, which was an increase of 89,000 over

1955 (Evening Sun, September 21, 1956).

In January 1957, the Board was introduced to the concept
of joint school-recreation sites by Superintendent Callowhill.
The Department of Planning was amenable to the idea, and the
concept was placed in the Department's Master Plan (PBM,
January 11, 1957). By March of that same year, the
construction of five recreation centers was completed, and by
the Summer 1957, the Bureau of Recreation was operating one
hundred and five recreation facilities (News-Post, June 21,
1957) .

Unfortunately, as the number of facilities increased, the
budget for additional staff did not. As early as May 1957,
Mr. Callowhill was warning that the Bureau may have to stop
leadership on as many as twenty-six playgrounds where
attendance was the poorest, among other factors, due to the
lack of funds for staff (PBM, May 16, 1957). This would
continue to be the state of affairs for years to come. The
Bureau, however, always managed to transfer funds from one

area of the budget to another to continue programming.
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While integration had occurred in 1955, its reality, as
predicted, was a bit slower in coming. As the Bureau of
Recreation continued to expand, the need for more leaders grew
and the opportunities for promotion increased as well. In
July 1957, the Bureau was cited for having separate "white and
black" employment lists for personnel. Mr. Callowhill wanted
the 1lists to be continued, as white neighborhoods were
threatening to "boycott" recreation centers and programs if a
black leader or director were placed there (The Sun, July 3,
1957) . By December 1957, the separéte lists were declared
illegal, however, and Mr. Callowhill complied with the ruling.

As the number of recreational facilities continued to
increase, the Bureau of Recreation budget expanded minimally.
The budget for 1958 was $1,308,224, while the budget for the
Bureau of Parks increased to $3,403,248 (The Sun, October 21,
1957) .

While the number of recreation facilities would vary
seasonally, the number of year-round community centers and
playgrounds would continue to grow. By 1958, the number of
full-time community centers was forty-three, and the number of
year-round playgrounds was twenty-three. The Bureau had
expanded so much that the supervisory staff had grown from
just three supervisors of recreation centers and playgrounds
at the beginning of the decade, to seven district supervisors
by 1959 (Schedule of Activities, 1958/59). 1In addition, the

plans of the City's fledgling "urban renewal" program to
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rejuvenate run-down neighborhoods were beginning to take
shape, and the first demonstration project of comprehensive
recreation programming in the Harlem Park community was set to
begin in February or March of 1959. This project would
determine if the rehabilitation concept of slum clearance
would work (News-Post, January 29, 1959). As a part of this
demonstration project, the development of the school-
recreation concept was added, whereby the local school and the
recreation facility would be built in conjunction with one
another.

The Bureau of Recreation's budget in 1959 increased
slightly to $1,310,645, with the Parks budget seeing a slight
increase as well to $3,526,162 (PBM, July 17, 1958). While
the budget did not dramatically increase, the demand for
recreation and parks services continued to grow. The Bureau
of Recreation now employed 173 full-time leaders and directors
in its recreation centers, compared to 193 employees in the

Bureau of Parks (Evening Sun, May 1, 1959). The challenge of

the 60's would be to meet the increasing needs of the urban

population with the same or diminishing resources.

The 1960s - Historical Overview

The first hurdle in the process of complete desegregation
had been won in the 1950s, when the Supreme Court ruled that

segregation was unconstitutional in schools, parks and

Ll



recreational facilities. The second hurdle would be much
tougher, which would be the actual implementation of those
newly-won rights. The beginning steps toward this
implementation began with the first sit-in by black students
at the Woolworth's 1lunch counter 1in Greensboro, NC, and
continued with demonstrations in Birmingham, AL and the epic
March on Washington in 1963, where Martin Luther King, Jr.
delivered his "I Have A Dream" speech.

The United States became involved in the Bay of Pigs
invasion, and saw the erection of the Berlin Wall. The Cuban
Missile Crisis had everyone in the U.S. and around the world
on edge, and Americans were urged to build "fallout shelters"
to protect against the possible devastation of a nuclear war.
The need for a release of this type of tension was
overwhelming.

President Kennedy was assassinated, and the U.S. headed
into the Vietnam War. President Lyndon Johnson declared a
"war on poverty" and promised a Great Society (Bedford,
Colburn, & Madison, 1972). It was into this decade of
uncertainty and upheaval that the Baltimore City Bureau of

Recreation moved.

Challenges to the Bureau of Recreation

As the 1960s began, the Bureau of Recreation was faced

with many challenges - economic, programmatic and political.
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The biggest challenge looming over the Bureau in 1960 was the
budget. The budget approved by the Board of Estimates for the
Bureau in 1960 was $1,338,387, a mere $28,000 over the
previous year's budget. The Parks Bureau actually received an
$8,000 decrease with a 1960 budget of $3,518,230.

The Bureau of Recreation, however, was being asked to
operate 130 recreation areas for the summer, with its budget

stretched to the breaking point (Evening Sun, June 16, 1960).

As a result of these cuts, the ability to hire additional
staff was gone, and the quality and quantity of programming at
each site would suffer. There was another problem surfacing
that sought to disrupt the operation of the Bureau of
Recreation from within. Due to the expansion of services over
previous years, the Bureau was looking to create an Assistant
Superintendent of Recreation position to take some of the load
from Superintendent cCallowhill. This internal promotional
position called for a degree from a university and six years
of practical recreation experience, with three of that being
in a supervisory capacity. In May 1960, Alfred Cottrill was
appointed to that position, much to the dismay of the others
who were on the promotion list. Harold Jennifer, who was
black, scored first on the exam, with Cottrill placing second.
Hope Godwin and Helen Harris Lassahn both scored a close
third. Each eligible member on the list felt that they should
have been chosen for the job, but Cottrill was selected at the

request of Superintendent Callowhill, noting that Cottrill had
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been employed by the agency for a month longer than Jennifer

(Afro-American, March 19, 1960). This decision was attacked

by many segments of the community, intimating that race played
a significant factor in the choice. Still others thought that
sexual discrimination was a factor as well (Hope Godwin
Interview, November 11, 1988). All investigations conducted
by internal committees could find no hard evidence of bias in
the selection, and the matter was closed.

The next crisis that faced the Bureau of Recreation was
Superintendent Callowhill's ban on social dancing in Bureau
facilities in the Summer of 1960, citing serious behavior
problems at the events that had occurred in previous seasons
and were beginning to occur again. Teens and parents fought
to change this decision, and three top-ranking Bureau
officials - Joseph Kaylor, Helen Lassahn and Hope Godwin
resigned, refusing to deal with Mr. Callowhill's "dictatorial
approach" any longer. The protest by the parents and teens
forced Superintendent Callowhill to rescind his ban on dancing
(News-Post, July 19, 1960).

The Director of Recreation and Parks, R. Brooke Maxwell,
had retired at the end of 1959, and a nationwide search was
conducted for his replacement. After reviewing over 100
applications from around the country, the Board appointed
Charles A. (Gus) Hook, who had been serving in the position as
Acting Director since Maxwell's retirement (PBM, October 3,

1960) . The Department would again be headed by a director
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with a parks background, so the Bureau of Recreation had to
battle for its share of the Department's allotment all over
again.

In the preparation of the 1961 budget, the City realized
the necessity of holding on to as much as possible of the
recreation and parks services in tight economic times. The
Bureau of Recreation received $1,417,652, while the Bureau of
Parks received $3,288,012. This funding, though curtailed,
allowed the Bureau of Recreation to employ 126 full-time
recreation leaders and 259 part-time leaders for the summer

(Evening Sun, June 19, 1961). In addition, 94 recreation

locations were offered during the school year (Evening Sun,

November 17, 1961).

Although the demand for services increased at a steady
rate the funding did not keep up with the demand. In the 1962
budget, the Bureau of Recreation would see a slight (9.5%)
increase to $1,571,798, and the Parks to $3,293,355. The
Bureau of Recreation, additionally, was beginning to offer
programs to deal with the problems of urban youth. In 1960, a
program called the "Detached Worker" was designed to meet with
the young people on the street and work to encourage them into
the recreation centers. The purpose of drawing young people
into the recreation centers was to offer them the opportunity
to participate in constructive types of recreation as opposed
to the unproductive leisure pursuits they found on the

streets. This outreach program was privately funded through
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a $19,500 three-year grant from the Playground Athletic League
Endowment Fund. It started with one worker in 1960, and grew
to five members - one supervisor and four detached workers.
In the Fall of 1963, it was planned that this program would

become part of the Bureau's regular budget (Annual Report -

1962) .

Racial Tensions in Recreation Programs

The need for additional outreach to youth became apparent
in the Summer of 1962, when racial tensions reached the
boiling point at the South Baltimore swimming pool in
Riverside Park. On August 18, 1962 James W. Smith, the black
recreation leader at the Sharp Street Playground in South
Baltimore, took twenty-six of his black children to the
Riverside Pool, a previously all white facility, to enjoy a
swimming excursion. The young people were allowed into the
pool, but, when they attempted to leave, they were accosted,
jJeered and chased. Eleven police officers and the K-9 corps
were called to protect the young people and to restore order.

Mr. Smith vowed to return again for other days of swimming

(Evening Sun, August 18, 1962). On August 22, 23 and 25,
Smith returned with his young people. They were escorted by
police as they went swimming and were escorted as far as
twenty-five blocks away when they left the pool site (The Sun,

August 25, 1962).
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Acting Mayor Philip H. Goodman (acting while Mayor
D'Alesandro was on vacation), indicated that "the pools are
public property and open to all, regardless of race, color or

creed" (Evening Sun, August 25, 1962). Smith and the young

people came back every day, escorted by police. They even
swam in the pool on August 28, 1962, when a bomb scare caused
the evacuation of the pool and the desertion by the
lifeqguards. There were numerous arrests, and the pool was
finally closed on August 30, 1962, when someone threw a
flourescent green dye into the pool (The Sun, August 30,
1962). The pool was reopened a few days later, but repeated
protests continued until the pools were closed for the summer.

The budget situation seemed to brighten just a bit,
when Recreation received $1,620,190 and Parks received
$3,811,157 for 1963 (PBM - July 17, 1962). The demand for
services continued to rise, with communities blaming all types
of mishaps on the lack of recreation facilities. When three
young children were killed in the Lakeland community in
Southwest Baltimore (two in traffic accidents, one by

drowning), the community blamed the deaths on the absence of

a recreation facility in their community (Evening Sun,
November 23, 1962). This community was quickly placed on the
list to receive a recreation facility in the near future,
while travelling play leaders would fill the gap in the

meantime.
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The newest project facing the Department of Recreation
and Parks was the continuation of the School-Recreation
Program. This program was developed in conjunction with the
Baltimore Urban Renewal Housing Agency and the Department of
Education. The creation of new school/recreation centers,
where recreation centers and schools (predominantly
elementary) would be built as one facility, would blossom over
the next several years as the building boom started (PBM,
February 19, 1963). Later in the year, the Baltimore Urban
Renewal Housing Agency revealed that it would be spending
approximately $80 million over the next six years in
redevelopment projects around the City, with school-recreation

facilities most certainly a part of that plan (Morning Sun,

July 6, 1963).

As the Bureau geared up for another summer of programs,
the fear of continued racial tensions haunted their plans.
The situation at the Riverside pool seemed to have corrected
itself through rotation of staff and careful monitoring of the
community during the off-season, only to resurface at the
Roosevelt Park Pool in Northwest Baltimore (The Sun, June 25,
1963) . The problem did not last Qery long due to quick
response by the Baltimore City Police and the transfer of
several lifeguards, and the summer went on relatively
incident-free.

In recent (October 1992) interviews with Alice D. Smith,

currently a District Supervisor with the Bureau of Recreation
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and James E. Grant, retired Superintendent of Recreation, both
indicated that while integration was made official in 1954, it
took quite some time for it to actually occur in many of the
local recreation centers, if it occurred at all. Alice Smith
recalled that, in many instances, the white youth would just
vacate the recreation centers, rather than participate with
the black children. James Grant indicated much the same, that
within a few years time, when the community started to change,

the recreation center would follow right behind.

Federal Intervention Begins

As Lyndon Johnson declared a "war on poverty", the
fortunes of urban recreation startea to pick up. The 1964
budget for recreation and parks would creep up a bit, with
Recreation receiving $1,857,518, and Parks receiving just
under $4 million at $3,967,292 (PBM, July 16, 1963). City
Council President Thomas D'Alesandro, III backed a request for
fifteen recreation centers and fourteen playgrounds to be open
on the weekends to provide recreational services for children
and youth during their time off from school, with a boost of
$63,000 in the Recreation budget. He stated that "he was very
surprised to learn that the facilities are closed on Saturdays
and Sundays, the days when they are needed the most." (The

Sun, October 13, 1963). In addition, the Park Board announced

85



that it would begin construction of six new recreation centers

in 1964 (Afro-American, December 17, 1963).

As 1964 began, the Board of Recreation and Parks was
receiving critcism for some questionable land purchases. 1In
its first meeting of the New Year, board members stated
feeling unappreciated and cited that "many citizens do not
realize the types of programs that are offered through our
Department: Golden Age, Amateur Sports, Dancing, Fitness,
Archery, Horseback Riding, etc." (PBM, January 3, 1964 p.
572) . In mentioning all of the programs listed above, the
Board of Recreation and Parks had recognized that the
recreation programs as well as the parks were an important
part of their service provision.

An additional successful program for the young citizens
of Baltimore, the pilot Detached Worker Project, had its final
report submitted, and all were in agreement that this outreach
program was sorely needed. As agreed upon three years prior,
the program would be absorbed into the Bureau of Recreation
budget when its grant from the PAL endowment ran out. The
Board approved this measure, and the Detached Worker Project
evolved into the Street Club Worker Program, which expanded to
employ over twenty workers to outreach to the youth of
Baltimore (PBM, February 11, 1964).

The continuing need for expanded recreation programs was
evident when Mayor McKeldin wrote to the Board asking for the

establishment of physically handicapped recreation services.
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In June 1964, the Board authorized Superintendent Callowhill
to proceed with the establishment of programs and the creation
of a new position in the 1965 budget - Recreation Supervisor
for the Physically Handicapped (PBM, June 16, 1964).

The 1965 budget improved again slightly, with the
Recreation Bureau receiving $2,019,625 and the Parks Bureau
receiving $4,065,804 (PBM, August 4, 1964). In September
1964, the Board began to consult with the Mayor's Human
Renewal Committee concerning the possible funding of
recreation programs in connection with the allocation of
federal funds arising out of President Johnson's Poverty Bill
(PBM, September 8, 1964). This was the first attempt by the
Department to secure any part of the massive federal funds
that were becoming available.

As these monies became available, the need for
comprehensive planning on the part of the City became
critical. The Board sent a letter to the Mayor in response to
recommendations from the Greater Baltimore Committee, the
entity responsible for the development of the center city. The
Board indicated that while it agreed that there was a need for
overall planning, the feeling was that its present autonomy or
authority in planning recreation and parks facilities should
not be relinquished. The suggestion was made that the
Recreation and Parks Board should have representation on the
Planning Commission, and the Planning Commission should have

representation on the Recreation and Parks Board. Most
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importantly, the Board did not want to transfer any of its
power over its Capital Improvement Program funds to any other
City agencies (PBM, November 17, 1964).

In an effort to answer the demands of these newly
arriving Federal projects, the Board commissioned a new
twenty-year Master Plan, with the somewhat successful previous
twenty-five year plan due to expire in a year. The previous
plan proved adequate, but did not anticipate the great
expansion and need for redevelopment of Baltimore. Besides an
overview of the Department, the new plan provided schematic
plans of proposed uses for existing and future park/recreation
sites, as well as a projected recreation plan to meet the
demands of the City until 1985. The Board heartily endorsed
this plan and gave the consultant approval to move forward
(PBM, March 9, 1965).

Samuel Hopkins was named as the new Board President, and
the search was on for a new Director of Recreation and Parks
to replace Gus Hook, who was retiring. The Street Club Worker
Project had received a $106,756 contract with the Community
Action Agency (Federal funds), and the new position of
Recreation Supervisor for the Physically Handicapped was
officially created. Harold S. Callowhill, Superintendent of
Recreation had submitted his retirement 1letter with an
effective date of October 1, 1965 and a new era in the entire
Department of Recreation and Parks was about to begin (PBM,

May 11, 1965).
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Harold S. callowhill, reflecting on his career with the

Bureau of Recreation, recalled his forty-two Years in

recreation, working even before the Department of Public

Recreation had been created in the old Playground Athletic

League (News-American, June 2, 1965). He called the Bureau of

one that he had seen dgrow from a

Recreation "his baby, "

$100,000 budget in 1940 to a $3.5 million budget in 1965. He

talked of the 13 recreation centers that he started with,
growing to the 53 in the City in 1965, and marveled at the
current 234 full-time recreation employees and the 500 part-
time employees, as well as the 7,000 volunteers throughout the

City. The gains that the Bureau of Recreation had made during

his tenure seemed most satisfying to him.

Another change was about to occur in the Department. By

July 1965, Douglas §S. Tawney was named the new Director of

Recreation and Parks. Tawney had previously been in charge of

Baltimore's Civic Center, but was quite familiar with the

Department of Recreation and Parks. He had worked for the

Department for 22 vyears, first as a District Park

Superintendent and then as Stadium Manager at Memorial Stadium

(The Sun, July 14, 1965) .

An additional change that was occurring, not only in the

Department of Recreation and Parks, but also in all of City

government, was the move from calendar year budgeting to

fiscal year budgeting, to bring the City in line with the

State of Maryland's fiscal procedures. As a result, the
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budget that was approved was only for half of 1966 - until
June 30. For Recreation, the budget was $1,103,235, while the
Bureau of Parks received $2,262,070 (The Sun, November 8,
1965) .

The final change that occurred in 1965 was the hiring of
a new Superintendent of Recreation, John G. Williams. Mr.
Williams came to Baltimore from a position as the
Superintendent of Recreation in Dekalb County, Georgia. At age
32, he brought youth, energy and vitality to the Bureau of
Recreation (The Sun, December 8, 1965). With a master's
degree in recreation, Mr. Williams came to Baltimore with a
distinct philosophy of recreation. In his first interview, he
remarked that "we can go down in history as people who used
our leisure well, but if we don't take advantage of it, it
will be to our own degradation" (The Sun, December 13, 1965).

The first full fiscal year budget (1966-1967) was
recommended as follows: $2,411,528 for Recreation, and
$4,766,058 for Parks. However, the City was working under an
"austerity" plan, and $156,552 was cut from the Recreation
budget, with additional funds cut from Parks as well. 1In a
May 9, 1966 Sunpapers article, the Citizens' Planning and
Housing Authority (CPHA) called on the Board of Estimates to
restore the funding that was cut from recreation and parks
noting that "in meeting after meeting, city residents have
asked for more recreation facilities in troubled areas, and

city officials have repeatedly promised the facilities....the
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delivery of these promises is past due - not in words, but in
buildings, equipment and adequate staff to provide good
leadership" (The Sun, May 9, 1966). This call for action may
have been an omen of things to come, as tensions surrounding
the urban crisis began to mount.

In May 1966, Vice-President Hubert Humphrey announced the
creation of a new summer program for urban youth called
"Operation Champ." This program, piloted in Baltimore and
nine other cities, provided summer jobs to 280 persons in
Baltimore, and basketball and other leisure types of
activities to urban youth. Vice-President Humphrey indicated
that the purpose of this program was not to head off any
potential riots, but "he conceded that if the energy of slum
youth is channeled into constructive outlets, it would be less
likely to express itself in destruction" (The Sun, May 19,
1966) .

The Summer of 1966 saw the rise of the National States'
Rights Party (NSRP), a white supremacist group that was
advocating white control of the country and a return to
segregation. This group and others attempted to hold rallies
in the City's parks to incite race riots. After several
attempts and a few actual gatherings, the groups were handed
a 90-day injunction to prevent any more rallies from occurring

(Evening Sun, August 11, 1966). After an unproductive summer,

the strength of the NSRP was diluted and had little future

impact on the Baltimore community.
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Despite all of these distractions, the Bureau of
Recreation continued to program to meet the needs of its urban
residents. 1In October 1966, the Bureau was slated to begin
its Fall/Winter programming, with 66 recreation centers and 27

playgrounds operated (Afro-American, September 27, 1966).

Superintendent Williams, in an effort to launch some new
programming efforts, asked the Board to approve a $5,000
contract with the Children's Theatre Association to provide
the following:

(1) Four showmobile performances at recreation centers

during the summer;

(2) One performance of each of the three plays in

their winter series;

(3) Sixteen hours of in-service training for

recreation leaders;

(4) The provision of a ten-hour Stagecraft course;and

(5) To have the CTA assist in two plays at two of the

Bureau's recreation centers.

This program was one of the first attempts to contract
with an organization to provide specialized recreation
services to staff and clients alike. At this same meeting,
Williams provided the Board with a draft of the complete
reorganization of the Bureau of Recreation. In this
reorganization, Mr. Williams had created separate positions of
Personnel Director and supervisor for Recreation/School

Facilities that reported directly to him, as well as a more
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centralized approach to the supervision of 58 recreation
centers, 82 playgrounds and 60 school sites. The need for the
separate Personnel Director was quite clear when it was
recognized that the Bureau now had 318 full-time
leaders/directors, 108 staff assigned through the Community
Action Agency, and 652 part-time seasonal employees for a
total of 1,078 employees in the Bureau of Recreation alone
(PBM, September 20, 1966).

Superintendent Williams was also looking for ways to
attract educated, qualified professionals to the Bureau. He
implemented a pilot program in conjunction with the National
Recreation and Park Association to provide three, one-year
internships to interested students, indicating that "right
now, we don't have salaries high enough to attract college

graduates" (Evening Sun, February 15, 1967).

The 1967-1968 budget seemed to provide some, but not
enough, assistance for the <changes and increases 1in
programming. Recreation was slated to receive $3,609,741,
while Parks would receive $5,272,361 (PBM - January 17, 1967).

Superintendent Williams, ever an innovator, was proceeding
with plans to offer high quality training of his recreation
staff through an In-Service Training Program. In March 1967,
he invited the Board to attend a training session led by Dr.
Harold Meyer, nationally recognizedlrecreator and educator
(PBM, March 14, 1967). 1In addition, Williams was working with

the Baltimore Junior College in the development of a "Work,
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Learn and Train" Program, the beginning of the recreation
curriculum at the City's community college, under the
direction of the Bureau's previous Superintendent, Harold s.
Callowhill (PBM, April 18, 1967).

Frustrated by the continual lack of financial support to
expand recreation centers and programs, Williams welcomed
public criticism of the scope of the Bureau's programs. 1In a
report issued by the Citizens' Planning and Housing
Association (CPHA), the Bureau was criticized for not being
"more imaginative and more responsive" to the recreation needs
of Baltimore's poorer neighborhoods. Williams agreed with
many of the report's criticisms and replied, "I was glad to
see this report come out - maybe the publicity will help us"
(The Sun, May 21, 1967).

With the continued demand for increased services, and the
shadow of urban unrest looming over the country, the Federal
money began to roll into Baltimore. In June 1967, the City
received over $400,000 in Federal anti-poverty money for the
development of summer recreation programs. Of that money,
$112,000 was earmarked for the Bureau of Recreation to offer
its "Expanded Summer Program." Through these efforts, 67
financially disadvantaged youth received summer jobs, an
additional 15 summer playgrounds were opened, and, according
to Superintendent Williams, the funding allowed the programs
to be "taken to the people." The additional dollars supported

the fire hydrant sprinkler program, which allowed young people
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to stay cool during the "long, hot summer," additional
swimming instruction at two new "portable pools," and bus
trips and cook-outs for the children. All of these programs
were in addition to the 94 year-round recreation facilities
that the Bureau was operating (67 recreation centers and 27
playgrounds) (PBM, September 16, 1967).

In July 1967, Mayor McKeldin stepped up anti-poverty
measures to avert "what was going on in the rest of the
country" (e.g., the riots in Detroit and Newark). While there
didn't appear to be any signs of serious unrest in Baltimore,
the Mayor did not want to take anything for granted. He made
the decision to cancel the fees that were charged for all of
the City's swimming pools (The Sun, August 4, 1967),
indicating that "this is a minimal sum and can be considered
simply the cost of enlarging and increasing our recreation
services to children and adults". The only problem that was
created from this decision was the great influx of
participants to the pools, forcing a temporary walk-out of
lifeguards, who demanded a pay raise to handle the crowds.
The raise, from $1.40 and hour to $2.10, was quickly granted
to avert further pool closings, and the rest of the summer
proceeded without incident. The budget impact was minimal,
since the raise occurred at the end of the summer.

As a result of the summer's experiences, it became very
clear that additional effort was going to have to be placed

into the expansion of recreational programs. Programs such as
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the "Operation Champ" and the "Fun Wagon" programs were
helping in taking recreation to the people, especially in the
areas of the City with limited recreational facilities (The
Sun, October 2, 1967). By November of 1967, the Bureau of
Recreation was to begin operating twenty-five of its community
centers on the weekends by shifting staff schedules, since the
funding for overtime payments was unavailable (PBM, November
14, 1967).

The year 1968 proved to be a pivotal year in the support
for urban recreation programs. Having recognized the need and
demand for increased services, the City and the nation were
developing plans to meet the needs of the urban resident.
Joseph H. Rash, the new President of the Board of Recreation
and Parks, vowed to work for more playgrounds and play sites
for the citizens of Baltimore, as requested by the new Mayor,
Thomas D'Alesandro III. Rash stated that "our policy will be
to do the right thing for the people of Baltimore" (News-
American, February 8, 1968). Time, however, was running out.

In April 1968, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., beloved civil
rights leader, was assassinated. The anger, distress and
frustration that had been building in many of the nation's
urban areas exploded. This time, Baltimore could not insulate
itself from the situation and experienced four full days of
angry rioting.

The Bureau of Recreation acted immediately to get the

word out that its programs would increase to meet the needs of
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the community at that point and throughout the summer.
Through the operation of its 85 recreation centers, 38
playgrounds and numerous mobile recreation programs, the
Bureau would reach out to all communities. Superintendent
Williams noted that the Bureau would be funding 40 "travelling
play leaders" as opposed to 26 the previous year, five "fun
wagons" as opposed to one, and at least six portable pools,
compared to two in 1967. He indicafed that the recreation
budget would increase to well over $3.8 million, with the
possibility for additional Federal and State funding coming in
at any time. That statement was prophetic, because in May
1968, the Mayor announced that he was seeking $2.5 million for
the purchase of 50 new portable pools and the construction of
five in-ground "Walk-To" pools. These funds would be made
available from the diversion of funds from the sale of

Friendship Airport to the State (Evening Sun, May 10, 1968).

Superintendent Williams reported to the Board of
Recreation and Parks in June that all of these projects were
now in place, and "no one who is interested will be without
recreational opportunties" (PBM, June 11, 1968, p. 363).
With the expansion of programs, the Bureau and the City
experienced a busy, but relatively incident free summer.

In September 1968, the Board of Recreation and Parks
would approve a $35,700 contract with the "Operation Champ"
program, that was funded by the Model Cities' Agency to

provide recreational programming to the inner city. Douglas
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Tawney, Director of Recreation and Parks, called this activity
a "grass roots, inner-city recreation program which touched
some areas not reached by the Bureau due to the lack of funds"
(PBM, September 10, 1968, p. 375). This program provided
basketball and other sports activities for young people by
taking the program into their community, not waiting for them
to come to one of the City's recreation centers. In addition,
the Camp Concern program was scheduled to begin its second
season in the Summer of 1969, with outdoor camping
opportunities provided for young inner-city residents at some
of the State's military installations (PBM, September 10,
1968) .

The continual shortage of funds to handle the increasing
demands for services led to an eleventh-hour bailout of the
weekend recreation programs by Mayor D'Alesandro in March
1969. With the Bureau running out of funds to pay staff
overtime to work on the weekends (as now mandated by union
regulations), the Mayor came up with $15,000 to keep the
thirty-five centers open until the beginning of the new fiscal
year in July (The Sun, March 29, 1969).

The budget for the new fiscal year reflected the increase
in support for recreation and parks services, with a 20.4%
increase over the previous year. The Bureau of Recreation was
slated to receive $3,832,221, while the Parks Bureau would

receive $6,748,975 (PBM, January 21, 1969).
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In an effort to keep the summer of 1969 incident free,
Mayor D'Alesandro again requested that the pools remain free
of charge. The Board agreed to do this, and once again the
six large park pools remained open to all (PBM, April 22,
1969) . The Bureau of Recreation's fifty portable pools would
also remain in operation throughout the summer. The only
problems that surfaced that summer were the large numbers of
participants utilizing the pools and the resultant
neighborhood complaints of roving gangs going to and from the

facilities (The New-American, June 29, 1969). Increased

police protection seemed to keep that situation under control.
In August 1969, Superintendent John Williams presented
the Board with a report on the summer programming in the
Bureau of Recreation. He indicated that the Bureau operated
106 year-round facilities, as well as 32 summer playgrounds.
The staff of the Bureau had increased to 360 full-time
employees, with 800 part-time supplemental workers. Two
highlights of that summer were the Camp Concern Program, where
five hundred inner-city children were involved in outdoor
camping experiences at the Bainbridge Naval Station, and the
Camp Variety Program, where 400 disadvantaged handicapped and
retarded children were treated to a day camping experience at
Ft. Smallwood Park and Beach (PBM, August 12, 1969).
Funding continued to develop to provide expanded
recreational programs. In November 1969, 22 recreation

centers in the Model Cities (center city) Area were kept open
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on the weekends with a $58,028 grant from the Department of

Housing and Urban Development (The News-American, November 13,

1969). As a result of these increases in funding, the Bureau
of Recreation created two new positions to handle the
expansion. James W. Smith (the playground leader who refused
to let the racist mobs at Riverside Park Pool intimidate him
in 1962) was named as the Supervisor for Special Projects, a
unit that would handle the implementation of all grant-funded
programs for the Bureau. In addition, James E. Grant was
named the eighth Recreation District Supervisor, to assist in
the handling of the City's 106 recreation centers. These
positions would assist in ‘'"coping with the expanding
recreation needs of Baltimoreans" as the Bureau of Recreation
moved into the next decade (The Sun, December 5, 1969).
Abruptly on December 5, 1969, John G. Williams,
Superintendent of Recreation, resigned. Frustrated by being
passed over for a substantial pay raise like those given to
other top officials in City government, Williams realized that
recreation was never likely to be considered as vital and
essential as other city services, and he left the city (The
Sun, December 15, 1969). By mid-December, Alfred L. Cottrill,
previous Assistant Superintendent of Recreation, was named the
new Superintendent of the Bureau of Recreation (PBM, December

16, 1969), and began the daunting task of taking recreation

into the 1970s.
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Summary

The country and the Department of Recreation and Parks
had desegregated, but not without a fight. Only through the

Supreme Court ruling of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka

in 1954 did the legal basis for integration begin. The Board
of Recreation and Parks, however, waited until the Supreme
Court ruled in November, 1955 that segregation of beaches,
parks, golf courses and recreational facilities was
unconstitutional before declaring the Department of Recreation
and Parks integrated. The population of Baltimore was
changing, as is evidenced in Table 3 (U.S. Census, 1950 and
1960) .

The "white flight" to the suburbs had picked up pace,
leaving the poorer individuals in the city, demanding more
services. The "War on Poverty" had begun in 1964, and the
Federal money flowing into the cities had started, as is
evidenced by the increasing budget figures listed in Table 4

(Board of Estimates Appropriations, 1950 and 1960). The

Department of Recreation and Parks combined shared 2 to 3% of
the city's total budget during the 50s and 60s, which was
comparable to what they would share in later years as well.
As Table 4 indicated, the Department of Recreation and Parks
and the Enoch Pratt Free Library system shared similar budget

allotments. The Bureau of Recreation would see its yearly
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budgets rise from $568,476 in 1950 to $1.34 million in 1960
and $3.8 million at the close of the 60s (Appendix C). This
continual increase in funds supported the growth of the Bureau
of Recreation facilities from 53 in 1950 (18 community centers
and 35 playgrounds) to 65 (42 community centers and 23

playgrounds) in 1960 (Appendix D).

TABLE 3
Population Characteristics of Baltimore City

(1950 and 1960)

Race Population %
1950

White 723,655 66.1
Non-White 225,099 23.8
Other 954 s 4.
TOTAL 949,708 100.0
160 T
White 610,608 64.7
Non-White 325,589 35,0
Other 2,827 3
TOTAL 939,024 100.0
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TABLE 4
Board of Estimates Appropriations for Baltimore City

(1950 and 1960)

% of Budget

Department Amount
1950
Recreation $ 568,476 .68
Parks $ 2,011,494 2.4
Libraries § 1,153,432 1.4
TOTAL CITY $ 83,451,250 100.0
T P v
Recreation $ 1,338,387 +55
Parks $ 3,518,320 1.4
Libraries $ 2,565,027 1.0
TOTAL CITY $253,635,632 100.0
While the Bureau maintained its traditional types of

recreation programs (sports, crafts and playground

activities), new initiatives were added in the 60s that

addressed the needs of urban youth after the unrest of 1967

and 1968. Efforts such as the Detached Worker Program, an

outreach effort to meet the youth where they 1lived that

encouraged them to participate in Bureau of Recreation

programs, as well as the mobile "Operation Champ" program

brought the recreational activities to the children in their
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neighborhoods. Portable pools were constructed to provide
relief from summer heat, and specialized programs such as Camp
Concern and Camp Variety (day camping activities for urban
youth and handicapped youth, respectively) were added to the
growing repertoire of specialized recreation programs of the
Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation.

The clamor for additional recreation programs and
facilities was unceasing. The growth of both in subsequent

decades is detailed in Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER VI
URBAN RENEWAL OF THE 19708 AND THE

CHANGING SOCIAL CLIMATE OF THE 19808

The 1970s - Historical Overview

As the 1970s began, two Americans had already walked on
the moon, and Richard Nixon had been President for over a
year, espousing his "Southern strategy," of a Republican
return to conservatism similar to the majority beliefs held in
such states as Texas, California, New Mexico and Arizona, as
well as the remainder of the "old South" (Chafe, 1991).
Nixon's efforts to change the makeup of the Supreme Court, to
halt the steamrolling liberalism of the Kennedy-Johnson era,
was purposeful in his "politics of polarization." Chafe
indicated that all of the efforts of the 1954 Supreme Court

decision of Brown vs. the Board of Education of Topeka were

being slowed as the Nixon administration sought to promote
"freedom of choice" for individuals as far as school
desegregation was concerned.

In the foreign policy arena, American involvement in the
Vietnam War was struggling to come to an end. The proposed
"Vietnamization" of that country, in other words, the turning

over of control of the conflict to the South Vietnamese,
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resulted only in an escalation of the war on the United
States' part. It wasn't until after Nixon had been elected
for a second term, in January of 1973, that the Vietnam War
came to an end for America. This ending came only after much
internal turmoil and protests by the younger generation, that
had moved rather decisively toward the left (Chafe, 1991).

This new, younger generation also shared different types
of social beliefs - freedoms of sexuality, individual self-
expression, and the questioning of the Protestant Work Ethic.
These new beliefs had an effect on all segments of life in the
708,

The end of 1972 and the beginning of 1973 saw the start
of the unravelling of the Nixon administration through the
Watergate scandal. In 1973, Vice-President Spiro Agnew
resigned in an unrelated scandal involving tax evasion.
Gerald R. Ford was sworn in as the first Vice-President chosen
under the 25th Amendment. The Arab 0il Embargo, which had
been in place since October of 1973, was lifted, but gasoline
prices would take considerable time to drop. By the summer of
1974, Richard Nixon had announced his resignation from the
office of the Presidency, placing Gerald Ford into the job
(Wright, 1990). The trust in and status of politicians in
American life would never be the same.

By 1978, Jimmy Carter had been elected President, and
Californians had passed Proposition 13, which capped and even

rolled back property taxes in that state starting a nationwide
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taxpayer's revolt. This revolt led to decreased funding
available to local governments from tax bases. By the end of
the decade, Israel and Egypt had agreed to peace in the Camp
David Accord, but Iran had seized sixty-six American hostages
at the U.S. Embassy in Tehran. Inflation reached its highest
level in over three decades, as the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) doubled the price of oil (Wright,

1990) . The turbulent 1970's proved to be a challenge for all.

Recreation and Parks in the 70s

As the decade of the 70s began, the Bureau of Recreation
was beginning to see the gradual increase in funding as a
result of additional Federal and State aid to the cities after
the civil disturbances of the late 60's. After the report of
the Kerner Commission (Report of the National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968) was issued, it became
very clear that recreation programs and services were indeed
considered important, and the lack of these services was
listed as a grievance in the majority of the cities surveyed,
ranking it equally with grievances concerning inadequate
education for the children of urban America. The most common
specific complaints dealt with lack of adequate recreational
facilities and lack of organized programming.

In an attempt to address these grievances, additional

Federal, State and local dollars were being funneled into
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recreation facilities and programs at a record pace. The
fiscal year 1970 budget saw the funding for the Bureau of
Recreation rise from $3.8 million the previous year to an all-

time high of $4,568,428 (Fiscal Year 1970 Budget Booklet,

1970) .

In an Evening Sun (April 7, 1970) article, Mayor Thomas

J. D'Alesandro, III indicated that he wanted to see the
construction of recreation centers and playlots throughout the
city, and would be examining the possible imposition of an
unspecified new tax to pay off the bonds issued for the new
construction. However, Federal money was soon made available
making the imposition of the new tax unnecessary to hasten the
uncontrolled growth of new recreational facilities throughout
the City. In just a few years, Baltimore had recreation
centers within two blocks of each other, in many instances.
The building of the facilities did little, however, to
diminish the racism that was still occurring in many areas of
the City, fifteen years after the decision to integrate
recreation and parks facilities and programs. In April 1970,
for example, there was a near riot at a recreation center in
the 500 block of South Smallwood Street in Southwest Baltimore
when black youths took over the center and refused to let in
white participants. Douglas Tawney, Director of the
Department of Recreation and Parks at the time, ordered the

center closed temporarily and the black leader who had allowed
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the situation, Lee Coleman, transferred to another site

immediately (The News-American, April 15, 1970).

In addition, there was great conflict between the Bureau
of Recreation and members of several of the communities
surrounding the large park pools regarding the charging of
entry fees. Many community groups, but particularly the
neighborhoods surrounding Patterson Park in Southeast
Baltimore, were pressing for fees to be charged to lessen the
large gangs of youth that would travel back and forth to the
pools during the summer, vandalizing property and shoplifting
at the small neighborhood stores. In many instances, the
complaints were coming from the white residents of the
Patterson Park area about the black participants at the pool.
There was even a community request for separate times of
participation for blacks and whites, which was immediately
turned down by the Board as being against the Department's
integration policy (PBM, May 12, 1970). When the Mayor was
alerted to the fact that the Board was even considering the
possibility of reinstituting pool use fees, he sent a letter
ordering that the pools remain free. The Board complied with
this directive by voting six to one to keep the pools free of
charge, with only Commissioner Kaufman voting against the
motion. The pools remained free throughout the Summer of
1970, and police protection was added to control the

incidences that caused the earlier community complaints.
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As the Summer 1970 programming moved into full gear, the
addition of nine hundred federally-subsidized summer youth

wWorkers supplemented both the Bureau of Recreation and the

Bureau of Parks workforce. The normal staff of four hundreqg

full-time recreation staff and three hundred year-round part-

time staff were assisted by these workers to operate 93 fujj-

Service recreation centers, 44 summer playgrounds, 48

temporary (portable) swimming pools, as well as five funwagons

that would travel around the City to areas that did not have

A recreation center in their community (The Sun, June 16,

1970) .

governmental funding, private

In addition to the

enterprises were beginning to assist 1in the provision of

Specialized recreational programs. Three corporate sponsors -

the Sunpapers, the Coca-Cola Bottling Company, and WMAR-TV
donated a total of $22,400 for the Neighborhood Basketball

League (NBL), which consisted of 176 teams in 45 leagues
’

housed at 20 gifferent recreation center sites. These addeg
ase the racial tensions that yere

Programs did 1little to e

Quite prevalent in Baltimore at the time. Along with the

recent problems in the southeast area of the city, tpe
ilar conflicts., The

: i sim
Southwest section was experiencing
) and Morrell Park (white), while

areas of Mt. winans (black
experienced constant raciajl

of Recreation had community centers

The Bureau

difficulties. ,
put even the recreation programs could

in both neighborhoods,
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not alleviate the longstanding racism that existed between
often culminating in fights between rival

these two areas,
1970) . The Bureau of

youth gangs (The Evening Sun, June 18,

continued 1its efforts, in these

Recreation, however,

communities, and others.
The budget for Fiscal Year 1971 showed continued

improvment for the Department of Recreation and Parks.
while the Bureau of

The

Bureau of Parks received $6.8 million,
July 14,

Recreation received a record $5.4 million (PBM,
While the money was made available, there was serious

1970) .

concern voiced by the media over the lack of recreation
It was

programming in the parks (The Sun, August 23, 1970).
reported that with 360 full-time staff in the Bureau of
140 recreation centers and summer

Recreation and over
the need to provide comprehensive recreation

playgrounds,

opportunities was critical.
Superintendent cCottrill of the Bureau of Recreation had

reported to the Board of Recreation and Parks that increased

Federal money had allowed the Bureau to operate additional

playgrounds, expand Camp Variety for handicapped participants,
as well as

and purchase three additional portable pools,
provide bus transportation to various cultural and educational

events. In addition, through the Federally-subsidized Summer
Lunch Program, over 7,000 free lunches were being served every

day during the summer to qualified participants (PBM, August

18, 1970). This description by the media of a lack of
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programming was indicative of the Bureau of Recreation's

struggle to provide correct and positive information to the

general populace, a challenge that would face them in years to

come .

This apparent 1lack of information, coupled with a

somewhat distorted view of the value of recreation services,
persuaded the private, non-profit Commission on Governmental

Efficiency and Economy to call on Baltimore voters to reject

six of eight bond issues. This would mean, among others, the

loss of funds for the building of five recreation centers, as

well as 50% matching aid funding for parks and open spaces

1970). As a result of this

Commission, Mayor Thomas

(The News-American, October,

rather vocal response by the
D'Alesandro,III called for the abolition of this group, but to

no avail. The bond issue for recreation and parks passed,

however, at the polls in November.

In a November 6, 1970 News-American article, Recreation

and Parks Director Douglas S. Tawney indicated that even with

the bond issue passage, the Department would be in a bit of a
financial bind. He indicated that "in those areas of the City

that are less affluent, where people can't afford to buy

recreation, we must try a little harder". His hope was that

increased funding could be obtained at the Federal level. He

remarked, in this article, that he was absolutely convinced

that the crime rate could be lessened by the offering of
recreation services.
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While Federal monies came to the Department at a fairly
regular rate, the State of Maryland also became a player in
the provision of recreation services. In December 1970, the
Board of Recreation and Parks received a request to accept
funding from the State for a $72,668 grant to provide an
after-school program through the School-Community Centers
Program (SCCP), designed to keep school buildings open for
citizens of selected communities beyond the regular school day
(PBM, December 22, 1970). This was the first year of what
would turn out to be a long-standing grant from the Maryland
State Department of Education.

In March 1971, the Board received a request from
Superintendent Cottrill to again participate in the
Neighborhood Basketball League (now called the Baltimore
Neighborhood Basketball League or BNBL, for short) that had
proven so successful the previous year. The Board approved
this request, and the BNBL Program would become an ingrained
part of the Bureau of Recreation's Spring and Summer program
(PBM, March 16, 1971). |

The Board of Recreation and Parks received a report from
Director Tawney in April 1971 on the progress of recreation
facility construction since 1966. It was indicated that
sixteen recreation centers, three fieldhouses, and twenty-
three playgrounds, playfields or playlots had been built,
while thirty-eight playgrounds and squares had been

redeveloped and improved. Further, six recreation centers
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were currently under contract for construction (PBM, April 6,
1971) .

In addition to the facilities that were being built, new
programs and initiatives were being developed to meet the
needs of the children in the stressed urban areas. At the
same meeting the Board also heard of the softball program
being sponsored by the National Brewing Co., which provided
$11,000 for softball leagues for children and adults alike.

At the Board's May meeting, funding for the Bureau of
Recreation's participation in the United States Youth Games
was approved, which was a national sports competition where
children between the ages of eight through fifteen competed in
a variety of sports, ranging from bowling to track and field.
The purpose of this program was to allow children from various
urban areas around the country to compete and have the
opportunity to visit other cities. For 1971, the youth would
be competing in Boston, Massachusetts. The request for such
an event for over sixty young people to participate was a mere
$4,500. The expense was approved and this program also became
an accepted part of the Bureau of Recreation's summer
programming (PBM, May 19, 1971).

In a June 20, 1971 Sunpapers report, the development of
the "Patterson Park Peace Project" was announced. In a
predominantly white area that had been plagued with problems
since the mid-1960's, when a significant increase in Negro

children starting using Patterson Park, the community had
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become quite polarized, citing increased crime and shoplifting
in the small community businesses. The City decided to handle

the situation through the development of the "Peace Project,"

which involved the use of Federally subsidized Summer Youth

Workers as monitors to patrol the parks and streets in the
area to assure safety and order. The project worked out well,

and the opposing members of the community seemed to have some

of their negative feelings diffused. Even though

desegregation was a fact, some areas of the city would take

much longer to embrace the concept than others.

leaders of the Martin Luther King, Jr.

In July 1971,
a project started by the Department of

Recreation Center,
Recreation and Parks, the Office of Economic Opportunity and

the National Recreation and Parks Association came to the
Board of Recreation and Parks for additional help. This
the three aforementioned

project was sponsored by

organizations as a pilot project to see if a recreation center
The Office

could be entirely run by neighborhood individuals.
of Economic Opportunity had been funding the program at a

$15,000 level, but was about to drop its funding due to budget
difficulties. The Department of Recreation and Parks was
providing $26,000 a year, and the Board decided that it could
not provide any more support (PBM, July 14, 1971). The center,

however, managed to stay afloat and is still a functioning

entity today with private community funds.
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The Martin Luther King center wasn't the only recreation

Program that was having its difficulties. In October 1971,

the wWell-known Commission on Governmental Efficiency ang
Economy (E & E Commission) was again recommending to voters

that they reject the $1.2 million bond issue for the

Construction of four new recreation centers. The Commission

hag great concern about the operating costs of recreation

Centers and the apparent lack of information concerning thejr

effectiveness. They indicated that the Department of

Recreation ang Parks had no real plan to ensure sufficient

OPerating funds for these new facilities. The Department of

Recreation and Parks countered that they were seeking the

fungs from a Federal source (The News-American, October 13,

1971),

In conjunction with the pressure from the E g E

Commission an editorial was written soliciting readersg to
’

Vote against the $1.2 million Park & Recreation Loan (The

1971) . It was indicated that

News-american, November 1,

approximately $80,000 a year was spent to operate one center,
14

Which would place "an additional $320,000 drain on generaj

funqggn
ssure did not sway the voters,

However, in 1971, this pre

issues offered were approveg

Seven of the eight bond
(including the Recreation and Parks Loan), with the oniy

defeat occuring on the loan for a new Central Police Station

(IQ§_§HQ, November 3, 1971)-
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the budget picture for the

For Fiscal VYear 1972,

Department continued to look good. The Bureau of Parks

while the Bureau of

Feceived over $7 million dollars,

Recreation received quite a considerable jump to $6.3 million.

The Federal money was continuing to have a large impact on the

Provision of recreation services (PBM, July 14, 1971). The

Federally funded Public Service Employment Program allowed the

Bureau of Recreation to hire eighteen full-time recreation

additional maintenance workers (PBM,

leaders and three

September 15, 1971).
As a secondary boost from the Federal government,

Congressman Paul Sarbanes requested that Baltimore be includeq
among 14 major public recreation study areas as a part of the

Bureau of outdoor Recreation's Nationwide Open Recreation
Study program. As a result of this effort, Baltimore yas
Positioned to receive supplemental assistance from the Federal
In addition to the Federal money, the support

9overnment.
The School-Community Centers

from the State continued.

Program (SccpP) was funded at a $90,000 level, which allowed

additional school buildings to be open for recreationa]

1971 .
Purposes after-school (PBM, August 18, )
As the recession of the early 1970's began to affect

local government, all municipal departments began to feel the
4

pudget for the Department of

Pressure. The proposed

Recreation and parks for Fiscal Year 1973 stood at just oyer

reation would see ijitg budget

$18.5 million. The Bureau of ReC
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decrease just slightly to $6.19 million. The Board of

Recreation and Parks however, was beginning to look for other
Places for some of the Bureau of Recreation's innovative

Programs. Harry Kaufman, one of the Board's commissioners,

felt that the Street Club Worker Program, which was designed

to work with the "hard to reach" children by meeting them on

the streets and encouraging them to participate in the

Bureau's regular programs, belonged under the aegis of some

Other agency, such as Housing, besides the Department of

Recreation and Parks. This would be at least one program that

Could be removed from the Bureau's budget. The remainder of

the Board did not feel quite the same, and the program

remained (PBM, January 19, 1972).

The City's Department of Planning, after completing

Several demographic studies, was sure that the Department

Needed to expand its Aquatics Program. They proposed fifty-

five new Walk-To Pools to be constructed, and encouraged a $2
million loan as a part of the November, 1972 bond issue (PBM,
February 23, 1972).

By March, the Board of Recreation and Parks had done some
investigating, and proclaimed that fifty-five pools was a much
too ambitious project, settling instead on possibly six new
Walk-To Pools (PBM, March 22, 1972). For once, the Department
would not accede to the Planning Department's proposal ang

begin the building process on facilities that it could not

Possibly afford to staff or maintain.
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As the threat of employee layoffs loomed large throughout

the city, pay raises for all employees were frozen, and all of

the city's unions vowed to resist the possible layoffs that

Would occur (The Sun, April 8, 1972). This scenario would be

Played quite a few times over the next several years as the

Fecession continued.
Despite the economic difficulties, many of the Bureau of

Recreation's innovative programs managed to survive. The

Baltimore Neighborhood Basketball League continued at =

funding level of $22,500, with generous donations from its

faithful sponsors - The Sunpapers, WMAR-TV, and the Coca-cola
Bottling company (PBM - April 19, 1972). The 1972 Unitegq

States Youth Games continued in Detroit, Michigan, at a cost

of $4,000 for 75 participants (PBM, May 17, 1972).

Thanks to continued Federal assistance, the Department of

Recreation and Parks managed to hold its own in the provision

of recreation and leisure services to the citizens of
Baltimore. The proposed pudget for Fiscal Year 1974 woulg be
just over $19 million for the entire Department, with the

Bureau of Recreation receiving just over $7 million.
As the city was beginning to receive greater Federa]

Fevenue-sharing dollars, the Mayor requested an additiona] $1

Million from the Federal government for summer jobs for youth

These funds would come directly from the

and for recreation.
revenue-sharing pot, with the Bureat of Recreation receiving

$350,000 and the Mayor's office of Manpower Resources (MOMR)
’
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Feceiving the balance of $650,000 (The Evening Sun, March 14,

1973),

State funding also aided in the provision of recreation
Services. Again, the School Community Centers Program (sccp)
Provided over $180,000 for the City of Baltimore, with the
Department of Recreation and Parks receiving over $100,000,

With the remainder going to the Department of Education (PBM,

May 16, 1973).
The Bureau of Recreation continued to participate in the

United States Youth Games, with 73 participants going to

Birmingham, Alabama in 1973 for a cost of $6,000. In

addition, a long-standing Equipment Donation Program,

Sponsored by WBAL Radio and the Baltimore City Fire Department

netted over two truckloads of used sports equipment for use by

all of the city's recreation centers and programs.

As programming efforts in the Bureau of Recreation grew,
Donald A. Millard was named as a new Assistant Superintendent
of Recreation to work a Wednesday through Sunday schedule to

keep track of the Bureau's many weekend programs (PBM, June

20, 1973) The reality of the impracticality of some earlier
initiatives on the part of the Bureau of Recreation such ag

the portable pOOl program were becoming quite evident,
the Bureau of Recreation realized that it

In June 1973,
continue to maintain its portable

Was close to impossible to
as the pools were Constantly

Swimming pool program,
parks had no intention of closing

Vandalized. The Bureau of
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the Permanent park pools, yet the Bureau of Recreation could
(The News

Not keep up with the repair of the portable pools

American, June 21, 1973).
The Aquatics Program was shifting its efforts to the

Permanent pools, not only in the parks, but the "walk-Ton
Permanent pools that were located in various neighborhoods.

Additionally, the Bureau opened the newest indoor pool, the

Cherry Hill Aquatics Center, in July 1973 (The News American,

July 18, 1973).
By September, the Board of Recreation and Parks had
authorized the phase-out of the portable pools, citing

e€Xorbitant costs of maintenance due to the high vandalisp

(PBM, September 19, 1973). As a result of this phase-out, the

Bureau of Recreation presented the new "Swim and Splashn
Program at the remainder of the permanent pools, under the

direction of T. Madison Garrison, the new Aquatics Progran

Supervisor (PBM, October 17, 1973).
The Bureau of Recreation had participated in the Uniteq

States Youth Games for several years, and was ready to host

The championships would be

the games in Baltimore in 1974.
hosting twelve cities at a cost of

held in Baltimore,
approximately $60,000, pending Board of Recreation and parks

ved this event, and the plansg began

approval. The Board appro
1973) .

for August 1974 (PBM, September 19,
ntinued to provide fuﬂding i

The State of Maryland c©
with the utilization of Progean

Fecreation and parks projects,
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Open Space (POS) funds for the construction of one recreation
Center, one playground and three swimming pools. Program Open
SPace funds were made available throughout the State through

@ designation from the real estate transfer tax, and were made

Available for 1land acquisition to prevent wholesale

development of open space. Since Baltimore City was quite

landloCked, with little available land for purchase, the State

allowed the City to use the funds for construction ang

Fenovation of existing facilities (The Evening Sun, December

12, 1973),
In addition to this funding for construction, the City

stil) alloted funds for further construction of new recreation

Centers, In November 1973, the bid was accepted for the

Construction of the Bureau of Recreation's only round

Tecreation center - Mary E. Rodman in West Baltimore (ppyM -

November 28 1973). At present, this center uniquely remaing
r -

the only round recreation center in the system.
The Fiscal vear 1975 budget was quite comparable to the

1974 budget with an increase of just over $500,000 for the
The method of funding,

Bureay of Recreation to $7.5 million.
with $1 million of that Lotal

hOWEVer’ was quite significant,
and approximately $6.5

coming from Federal grant funds,
mil1iOn from Federal Revenue sharing monies (De artment of

Recreatijon and Pparks Budget BoOKS 1974) .  The Bureau of
y reliant on Federa] funds

el
Recreation was now almost complet
The reliance on Federa]

for the provision of its programs:
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funds would become more significant, as the Department of
Recreation and Parks moved closer to the 80s.

An Evening Sun article (January 16, 1974), reported that
the use of Baltimore's recreation programs was increasing by

A rate of 5% per year. The article went on to note that One

Oof the most frequent requests sent to Mayor Schaefer was for

Mmore recreation programs. For the past fifteen yYears, voters

have approved bond issues for capital improvements in the

Bureau of Recreation. A current bond issue was proposed for

$7.5 million for the construction of twelve new recreation
Centers and ten permanent Walk-To pools by the spring of 1975,
In January 1974, the Bureau of Recreation was operating 106
Year-round recreation facilities, including twenty-two dual

Purpose facilities (recreation wings), used by both recreation
and education. Superintendent Cottrill indicated that these
types of facilities are an advantage to both departments, witp

€ach agency getting full use of the facility at different

times during the day.
As the use of recreation services increased, Baltimore

Was preparing for the summer's arrival of the Uniteg States

The Games were being promoted and partially

Youth Games.
This was the seventh annual

Sponsored by The News American.
i ted in 196
event, with the Youth Games having star 7 (The News

American, April 24, 1974)-
Baltimore was not only being placed in the limelight by

the United States Youth Games, but it was also receiving
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additional funding from the Federal Government. A June 4,

1974 article in The News American reported that the City would

8 Obtaining over $689,000 from the Federal Model Cities

Program through four grants for Model Cities Project Sites

Consisting of various parks and playfields. The aid from the

Federai Government continued through the Summer of 1974 with
the Federally funded Baltimore Summer Corps and the Baltimore

Urban Corps, as well as the Summer Lunch Program that serveg

Over 30,000 children free lunches when they participateq in

°rganized programs (The News American, June 22, 1974),
Year 1976 saw an

The proposed budget for Fiscal
approximately million dollar increase for the Bureau of
Recreation. The budget would stand at $8.5 million, with over

grant funds, and the

$4.5 million coming from Federal
Femaining $4 million from revenue sharing monies (Department

Of Recreation and Parks Budget Books, 1975).
made this  budget increase

In an effort to maintain as mycp

Inflation, however,

Practically negligible.
S€rvice as possible, the Bureau of Recreation was planning to
4

Cut some of its programs such as swim and Splash, Camp Concern
time staff in an effort tqo save

and the Summer Playground part-
$143,500 and avoid possible layoffs (Ihe Evening Sun, Aprij i,

ort came through, hOWeVer,

1975). The Federal and State sSupPP
andg 11 f the Bureau of Recreation's programs continueq
a o e

tthugh t the Summer of 1975, with over $150,000 to support
ou e

ern, Camp Variety for specija]
Programs such as Camp conc
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Populations, the Summer Lunch Program, and Recreational

Support programs such as bus transportation for various

Cultural events (The Sun, June 21, 1975).
After a successful year as host of the United States

Youth Games in 1974, the Bureau of Recreation requested Boarqd

approval to travel to Fort Worth, Texas for the 1975 Games.

The request for approximately $11,600 for sixty-six

Participants and eleven coach/chaperones was approved ang

Baltimore's participation in the Games continued. 1In addition

to the Youth Games, the Bureau of Recreation announced its

Participation in the Pepsi Mobile Tennis Program, which

Provided the opportunity for young people in urban areas to

learn to play the game of tennis, long considered an elitist

Sport (PBM, June 18, 1975).
The Bureau received a $115,000 Federal grant to expang

recreational services in the Park Heights area of Northwest

Baltimore as a part of that area's Urban Renewal program (PBM,
July 23, 1975). In addition, State funds through the Schoo]-
Community centers Program were made available at a leve] of

$122,000 to the Department of Recreation and Parks, ang

$42,000 to the Department of Education (PBM, August 27, 197s)

During the Summer oOf 1975, there was serious pressuyre

Placed on the city by the City Council members to release sope

funds from its $52 million pudget surplus to help to keep

n the weekends. Mary Pat Clarke, a

Tecreation centers open ©
2nd pistrict city council candidate, remarked that it yas
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ironic to close the centers on the weekends in view of the
public's concern over the increase in juvenile crime (The
Evening Sun, July 29, 1975). This pressure continued well
into the fall of the year, when the City Council asked the

Mayor to restore $100,000 to the Recreation and Parks budget
to keep the centers open on Saturdays, at the least (The

Evening Sun, October 17, 1975).

Funding for the Bureau of Recreation fell in Fiscal Year
The Bureau

1977 due to the loss of some of its Federal funds.

of Recreation was funded at close to its Fiscal Year 1974

level of $7.1 million (Department of Recreation and Parks

Budget Books, 1976). The majority of these funds were made up

by the Federal revenue sharing dollars, with the loss of

several of the specialized grant-funded programs.
Capital programs, however, continued at a fast pace, as

six new recreation centers opened during this bicentennial

1976) . The constant

year (The News American, April 11,

building of new facilities without adequate operating dollars

would continue to plague the Bureau of Recreation in years to

come.
the new retail

The glitter of Harborplace,

shopping/entertainment complex in downtown Baltimore that was

opened in 1976, would overshadow some of the conventional

types of recreation activities provided by the Bureau of

Recreation, but new center construction continued.
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In an effort to provide adequate staffing of these Ccenters,

the budget for Fiscal year 1978 increased to $10.5 million for

the Bureau of Recreation (Department of Recreation and Parks

Budget Books, 1977).

However, the Federal funds were starting to dry up. As

€arly as April 1977, the Department of Recreation and Parks

Was slated to lose over $2 million from its almost $30 million

budget. These cuts would result in the loss of part-time

Salaries for recreation centers, the elimination of the camp
Concern program for urban youngsters and Camp Variety for

Baltimore's special populations, and the phasing out of the

Street Club Program. In addition, pools would close a week

€arly during the summer, and all of the City's three ice rinks

would be closed (The News American, April 13, 1977).
At the same time, construction funds from the Federal
In July 1977, the City was

government were still available.
wWaiting for U.S. dollars to become available to pursue the

construction of new tennis courts and playgrounds for
recreation and parks (The Sun, July 28, 1977). By November of
the Bureau of Recreation was closing ijitg

1977, however,
Centers on the weekends, since the overtime paid to employees

had been cut from the budget (PBM - November 30, 1977),
it was reported to the Boarq of

In January 1978,
t the Bureau of Recreation would be

Recreation and parks tha
receiving over six hundred summer youth workess as part.of . a

New $25 pillion Federal Youth Program. These seasona]
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Positions would assist with programming in the Bureau, as

Programs expanded for the summer's activities (PBM, January

18, 1978). The possibility of layoffs in the entire

Department of Recreation and Parks loomed large, as the city's

Department of Finance was recommending cuts to the Recreation

and Parks budget of $5 million. The Department had originally

Proposed $32 million for its Fiscal Year 1979 budget, but the
Department of Finance wanted the cut to be almost $2 million

below the Department's Fiscal Year 1978 request of $29

Million. wWith these cuts, it would be increasingly difficult

to continue to support the Department's over 1,400 full-time

1978). The Bureau of

€mployees (The Sun, February 20,

its Fiscal Year 1979 budget fall

Recreation would see
of $9.5 million

approximately $1 million to the level

(Department of Recreation and Parks Budget Books, 1978).
As a result of these cuts, the Bureau of Recreation would

be forced to significantly curtail many of its standarq

Programs. For example, twenty-four of its summer playgrounds
would not open, and activities at the Bureau's swimming pools

and ice rinks would close a week earlier than planned to meet

In addition, all aquatics programs 1

the budget targets.
as well as basketball leagues

Schools would be discontinued,
rs in schools. Finally
’

housed in eighteen neighborhood cente
on participation in any weekeng or

all Bureau of Recreati
after-hours special events would be halted, since the money

Was not avajlable for any overtime (The Sun, March 30, 197g),
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In addition to the inflation problems plaguing the entire

Country, the move to hold the property tax rate at $5.99 haqg

become strong. Buoyed by the success of Proposition 13 inp

California, the taxpayers' revolt was spreading rapidly across

Amerijca.

in The Sun on April 3, 1978, the

In an editorial
newspaper noted that Douglas S. Tawney, Director of Recreation

and Parks, was having considerable difficulty in dealing with

the cutbacks. The editorial stated that "Mr. Tawney is known

A4S a fat-free administrator who has only flesh and bones in
his operational budget, so when he says that staying within

Mayor Schaefer's budget ceiling will be painful, it has to be

taken seriously".
Not only was the City dealing with the pressure to keep

taxes as low as possible, but it was also receiving pressuyre

from the residents of the City to be accountable for the way
As a result of this pressure, new

it spent its funds.
Performance evaluation procedures were implemented by the
Civil service commission at the beginning of the new Fisca]
effort to strengthen the

Year (guly 1, 1978), in an

accountability of City employees and have an effective way of
e News American, May 19, 1978).

measuring performance (IThe News eL=22=20

Mayor William Donald Schaefer continued to look for other
y into the cash-starved City of

Methods of bringing mone
ard of Recreation and Parks was informeq in

Baltimore. The Bo
August 1978 that all department heads had been directed by the

129



Mayor to attend their respective professions' nationa]

Conventions with the hopes of bringing those conventions to

Baltimore, since the new Convention Center would be able to

handle those types of events (PBM, August 23, 1978). The

Boarq began looking into the possibility of Baltimore hosting

the National Recreation and Park Association Congress, as well

as other smaller organzational meetings. The possibility of

holding the National Congress was tabled for future

diScussion.
The Fiscal Year 1980 budget would see a very smalj

increase to the Bureau of Recreation, with approximately

$150,000 more than the 1979 budget, bringing it to the g9,
Mmillion level (Department of Recreation and Parks Budget

Books, 1979). With escalating inflation, this small amount of

Money would mean continued curtailment of programs.
As a result of the budget difficulties, but also with a

10ng—standing policy of fostering expansion of recreation and

Parks facilities with little regard for maintenance, the

Bureau of Recreation would come under attack for the
deterjoration of its playgrounds and other facilities (The
Many of the facilities that were built

Sun, May 23, 1979).
during the 50's and the 60's were in need of serious repair

with little money available for that type

and renovation work,
considering that over 80% of the

©°f preventative work,
Department's funds were dedicated to personnel resources

(Qgpgrtment of Recreation and Parks Budget Books, 1979) ,
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In an effort to expand the range of services of the
Department the Board of Recreation and Parks approved the
assumption of the duty of operating the USS Torsk, the retireq

Worlg War II submarine that sunk the last Japanese ship during

. The positive
the Pacific campaign (PBM, July 18, 1979) p

aSpect of this endeavor was that the Torsk would be the first

0 i
Ship of ral to become part of the Department's Maritime
(o} seve

The Maritime

g Harbor.
Museum, based in Baltimore's Inner

Museun was a revenue-producing facility, that helped to
This was one of the

ion.
Underwrite its cost of operatio
i true revenue-
Department's first efforts at operating a

PrOducing facility, which showed the capabilities of the
4

'
Depart t in a business atmosphere. As the 1980'g
artmen i

app hed, the Department of Recreation and Parks was moving
roached, e

ion.
towarg a new method of operatl

he 1980s - Historical Overview
The

America still had hostages in Iran,

As the 1980s began, 1 of Congress for only
(o]
. ing Contro
: s were selz
and the Republican In 1981, the

t fifty years.
the second time during the las :
e freed minutes after President

r
. in Iran we
American hostages Not long after he

. of office.
Ronald Reagan took his oath ' .
Reagan survived an assassination

idency
assumed the Presid ! D The first

. washington,
inckley 1n .
attempt by John H1i was completed in Aprj) of

mission
Successful space shuttle
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» and Sandra Day O'Connor was confirmed as the first woman

1981

on the Supreme Court. "Reaganomics" took shape, as Congress

aPproved President Reagan's plans for tax cuts, decreaseqd

domestic spending, and a massive defense budget increase

(Wright, 1990).
By 1982, President Reagan called for a "New Federalism,"

Where many programs previously provided by the Federa]

gdovernment were assumed by state and local jurisdictions, or
Were eliminated. Unemployment exceeded 10% for the first tipe
Since the Depression, and the Federal budget deficit grew to

OVer $100 billion.
The United States became part of the United Nations

peacekeeping force in Lebanon in 1983, and also combined with

to invade Grenada, to

Several other cCarribean nations
President Reagan

Overthrow a Cuban-backed government.

requested funding of the Strategic Defense Initiative, more

Commonly known as "Star Wars" (Wright, 1990).
1g first term as President neareqg an

As President Reagan
economic recovery began as unemployment fel],
economic growth increased. The

snd, the

inflation rate dipped, and
however, from a wide range of

President faced challenges,
e Ferraro, the first woman vjce-

Candidates, such as Geraldin
Presidential candidate for the Democratic Party, and Jesse

ecognized black candidate to

Jackson, the first nationally T
Seek the Democratic nomination for President. Reagan won his

Second term by a landslide:

132



In 1985, as more tax and budget cuts were approved in an
effort to sustain economic growth, the Gramm-Rudman Act was

Signed into law by President Reagan, which ordered automatic

SPending cuts if Congress could not find ways to reduce the

ever‘growing Federal deficit. By 1986, the United States hag

attacked Libya in retaliation for two American deaths in g3

terrorist bombing. Reagan refused to back down on his "star

Warsn program, as he negotiated with Gorbachev of the Soviet
Union. fThe Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) haq
killed over 10,000 Americans, with many more yet undiagnoseq,

and the Space Shuttle Challenger exploded after lift-off in

Florida. The nuclear reactor at Chernobyl in the Soviet Unjon

Malfunctioned and exploded, sending renewed fears around the

World concerning nuclear power.
The stock market closed over 2,000 for the first time ip

D.8. history in 1987, and the trade war between the U.s, and

Bernard Goetz, the New York City "Subway

Japan escalated.
t of the major charges placed

Vigilante," was cleared of mos
against him in the shooting of the individuals who attackeg
The national debt continued to soar, ang

him on the subway.
e" North became a national folk hero as

Lt. col. oliver "olli
e "Iran-Contra" scandaj.

th
he was investigated as a part of

m continued in 1988, with the

International terroris

erbie
bombing of pan Am Flight 103 over Lock 5
down an Iranian passenger plane

Uniteq States accidently shot
in th i Gulf, where it was protecting Kuwaiti ojj
€ Perslan ’

133



tankers from terrorist attacks. Vice-President George Bush

becane President, and the AIDS crisis continued (Wright,

1990). This was the national and world stage that the

Baltimore City Department of Recreation and Parks played on as

1t moved into the 80s.

Recreation and Parks in the 80s

The Fiscal Year 1981 Budget Proposal saw the Department'g

OVeralil funding request rise to just over $33 million (PBM,
The Bureau of Recreation would receive g

January 23, 1930).
Slight increase to $10.1 million (Department of Recreation ang
Parks Budget Books, 1980). This funding level was almost $4.g

million dollars over the request from the previous year.
Mayor William Donald Schaefer was distressed that the

Department of Recreation and parks, along with severa] other
City departments, requested such a big jump in funding. The

impending loss of over $26 million in revenue-sharing funds as

the Federal Government began to divest itself of operationa]

reSPOnsibility for many long-standing programs and turn thep

OVer to state and local authority caused great concern. rhe

Mayor hag hoped that the agencies would hold the 1line op
r that possible funding

i , i fo
lncreased spending in preparatlon

loss (The Evening sun, January 1980) .

As possible funding problems loomed, the Department of

Recreation and parks opened the U.S.5. Torsk in March of 1980
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This

to the general public (The Sun, March 16, 1980).

attraction at the Inner Harbor was the harbinger of things to
Come for the Department, as it looked for other types of

reVen'Je—producing programs and facilities to help ease its

budget yoes.

By March 1980, Alfred Cottrill, Superintendent of

Recreation, had become ill, and the Bureau of Recreation was

being administered by its two Assistant Superintendents,
Donald Millard and Ralph Chase (PBM, March 19, 1980). This

Would mark the beginning of the "changing of the gquard" that

Would occur over the next two years.
By the summer of 1980, as Federal funds started to dry

up, Mayor William Donald Schaefer and the City turneq to

innovative ways of financing construction projects and other

Programs. The City Trustees were developed, which was a two-
Man, in-house city bank that contolled over $100 million in

Public money to fund these projects. The City's Director of
Finance’ Charles L. Benton, and the Chief of the Bureauy of

Treasury Management, Lawrence Daley were the Trustees that
This quasi-public

Oversaw the provision of these funlds.
nconvenient way around the often

entity was designed as a
Cumbersome political and pureaucratic restrictions outlineq in

: 9, 1980) .
the City Charter" (The Evenin Sun, May 29, )
and the Department of Recreation

Fortunately, the City,
d to hold on to some of its revenue-sharing

and Parks, manage
e funds, the Bureau of Recreatjon

funds. 1n adqition to thes
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Still managed to obtain funding from a Social Service Block

Crant, the Title xX Program, that helped to fund summer
Programs such as Camp Concern and Camp Variety. Camp Concern

Provided a free summer camp to urban children that included
OvVernight camping activities in Druid Hill Park, while Camp

Variety involved the day camping program for handicapped

individuails (The Sun, July 28, 1980).
The Bureau of Recreation was facing the reality of not

having enough funds to keep its swimming pools open on the

Weekends during the Summer of 1980 (The Evening Sun, August

18, 1980). The era of budget tightening had begun.

There were times, however, when a small portion of neyw
Federal money would be made available to the Bureau of

Recreation. For example, in September 1980, a small grant of
$60,000 from the city's Housing and Community Development

Agency became available to the Bureau from a Community
Development Block Grant to provide a youth football program
for children in the low-income areas of West Baltimore (PBM,
September 17, 1980).

The Fiscal year 1982 Budget was proposed at a level of

$32.26 million, with the Bureau of Recreation receiving just
¥
1 Year 1981 Budget to a leve]

a small jncrease over its Fisca
°f $10.5 million (Department of Recreation and Parks Budget

grant funding, which had

its
Books, 1981). The Bureau saw 1

Numbereq in the millions of dollars in the 1970's, fall to ga

Mmere $677,699 in Fiscal Year 1982.

136



Changes, however, were beginning to happen very rapidly
in the Department of Recreation and Parks. In April 1981,
Douglas Tawney, found himself pulling double duty, at the
request of Mayor Schaefer, as the interim Director of
Baltimore's Civic Center, while keeping his position as the
Director of Recreation and Parks. As a result of this
situation, the Board of Recreation and Parks approved the
request for the creation of a Deputy Director's position, to
assist in the operation of the Department (PBM, April 22,
1981).

By August 1981, over forty full-time positions in the
Department had been lost to budget cuts, and four hundred
part-time staff were laid off to meet the Fiscal Year 1982
allocation adjustments. Due to the loss of Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA) funds, 120 positions funded
by this program were phased out (PBM, August 19, 1981).

After the death of Alfred Cottrill, Superintendent of
Recreation in September 1981, applications were accepted for
that position (PBM, September 23, 1981). By December of that
year, James E. Grant, former Personnel Supervisor, was named
the new Superintendent (PBM, December 16, 1981), and Larry
Rose, a relative newcomer to the Department of Recreation and
Parks, was named Deputy Director of the Department by February
1982 (PBM, February 17, 1982).

By June 1982, Douglas Tawney had retired as Director of

the Department, and Larry Rose had assumed the position of
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Acting Director (PBM, June 16, 1982). Little did Mr. Rose

realize the difficulty in which the Department would soon findg

itself,
Continuing budget cuts had led to additional layoffs of
full-time staff in the Bureau of Recreation, forcing the
COmplete wipe-out of the Recreation Aide class, which was the
®Ntry level position for the Bureau. While the Department as
@ whole had 1044 budgeted positions, it was having serious

Problenms being able to fill vacant positions. The Bureau of
Recreation alone had 524 budgeted positions, with %6
Vacancies. Many of the vacancies were not allowed to pe
filled, and were used as salary savings to assist s

Department in reaching its budget targets. As had been commop
Practice since the beginning of the 1980's, when fifteen

Ceénters were closed, there was discussion of possible closure
Of some additional recreation centers due to the shortage of
The Bureau was now operating

Staff (PBM, August 11, 1982)-
with 98 superviseq by

100 fuli-time recreation centers,
DiStriCt Supervisors, and two facilities, the Variety Club

Recreation center (for the handicapped) and the Cherry Hjjj

Aquatics Facility, supervised by Special Program Supervisorsg.
’

scal Year 1983 Budget of barely over $10

The Bureau's Fi
grant funds to an all-time

Million dollars, and the drop in
low of $444,300 (Department of Recreation and Parks Budget
4

f d to search for alternative sourceg of
orce

Books, 1982),
funding in order to maintain as many of the programs as
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Possible. 1p January 1983, the Bureau embarked on a rather

contrOversial project to allow video games in its recreation
Centers as a way of generating funds. The project startedq
With five-week trial period with only six centers desiring
to have the games. The Baltimore City Council, horrified at
the "commercialization" of the community recreation centers,

introduceq a bill to ban the games from the centers. The

Boarg of Recreation and Parks, who had been reviewing the
Froject, encouraged interested City residents to oppose the

bill jf they thought that the games were having a positive

in their respective recreation centers (ppM -

irlf1l1ence
the games

January 19, 1983). After the initial furor,

Femained in the centers, if they desired to keep them, with
limiteq programmatic and financial impact. Once the early

attraction of the innovation was over, many of the centers

removed the games due to the constant supervision that wasg

Necessary to keep order.
Even with the impending budget cuts, the cCity stjj)

Continued to bujld recreation centers, replacing some older,
In April of 1983, construction began

dilapidated structures.
On the n Fort View Recreation center in Southeast Baltimore
ew For

; 3).
for $600,000 (pBM, April 27, 1983)

In an effort to raise funds
to request approval for the

before the Board in May 1983
or specialized recreation

Director Larry Rose came

‘ g s f
lnitiation of fees and charge
jected his requestsg
i e he Board rejec , not
Programs and activities. T
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quite ready to accept the reality of fee-based programs as a
survival technique for the Department (PBM, May 18, 1983).
However, by September 1983, the Board did allow Recreation
Superintendent James Grant to sell Nestle's Chocolate candies
to raise funds to support initiatives proposed by the

administrative offices, with a goal of approximately $1,000.
This revenue-producing effort was acceptable to the Board,
since it didn't involve direct fees for recreation services
(PBM, September 21, 1983).

Fiscal Year 1984 saw the Bureau of Recreation receive a
while its grant funding

level (Department of

1983). However, Fiscal

slight increase to $10.7 million,

remained steady at the $444,300

Recreation and Parks Budget Books,

Years 1983 and 1984 had seen the Department of Recreation and
except for

Parks faced with significant hiring freezes,

critical positions, that depleted its staff even further, as

current employees left the Department's service.

The Department of Recreation and Parks, but particularly

the Bureau of Recreation, was about to undergo substantive
changes with the appointment of a new Director of Recreation
and Parks, Chris T. Delaporte, in November of 1983. Larry

Rose, who had been serving in the capacity of Acting Director,

would remain as Deputy Director for some time (PBM - November

16, 1983). At this same Board Meeting, James Grant reported
to the Board that his Candy Fundraiser netted the Bureau of

Recreation over $33,000. A new era of revenue producing was
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just the Director to promote this

b
orn, and Mr. Delaporte was

wit ; : .
h his extensive development experience.

The pDelaporte Years

As 1984 began, the pepartment of Recreation and Parks
s most creative, yet tumultuous years. Chris

een Mayor william Dona

moved into it
1d Schaefer's

Delaporte had actually b
as the Board O
Rose remained only an "Acting"

Choice for Director, £ Recreation and Parks had

previously chosen Larry Ros€:
wo years - never ap

ijon and Parks, and relegated to

Director for almost t proved or confirmed as

bermanent Director of Recreat

y pirector when Delaporte arrived

the position of peput
1992) -

e to the pepartm
prought to Baltimore from an

(Esworthy Interview,
ent of Recreation and

Chris Delaporte cam

He was

Parks with a mission.
worked for Jimmy carter in Georgia's

illustrious past, having
parks system and again as a member of his administration in
nd Recreation Service, a part of

the Heritage conservation 2
His mission was to

the Bureau of outdoor Recreation:
tiquated rec n system in Baltimore (The

p- 4A) -
r he pecanmé Director, Delaporte

"w i
overhaul the an reation

Sun, December 30, 1984,

months afte

Less than siX
and Parks, asking

was before the
for proposal to have a private

t a request

permission to put od
nage the Cit

non-profit corporation ma y's five golf courses.
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These facilities had been losing money for years, as their

Physical condition continued to deteriorate due to lack of

fUnding and staffing problems (PBM, February 15, 1984). The

90lf courses would be just one of several of the cCity's

Programs that would be privatized over the next few years.

Delaporte's goal was to build Olympic-class sports
facilities, beginning with a new indoor ice arena, followed by
rowing facility, velodrome for

an  indoor soccer arena,
With general

€¥cling, and indoor track and field facility.

City budgets being quite tight, he became involved with a
Felatively new method of funding these types of facilities,

The creative method of funding was called a conditiona]

Purchase agreement, which sought private funding, which the
City would pay back over a period of years. This agreement
Would allow the city to fix the cost of the debt service
Fetirement over a designated period of time. The difference

betWeen this method and the normal method of obtaining bond

issue funds was that approval for this effort did not have to
The City's Board of

9o before the voters as a loan question.
Estimates could approve this debt without affecting the $35

million debt ceiling that the City had to abide by, since that

Ceiling pertained only to general obligation bonds (The Sun,

December 30, 1984).
the Board of Recreation and Parks yag

In March 1984,
the constuction of a ney T

Presented with a proposal for
Skating facility in Northeast Baltimore (PBM, March 238, 1984),
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Two months later, the Board was asked to approve $25,000 to
Send Baltimore youth and several staff members to the

Hurrjcane Island Outward Bound Program in Maine, a leadership

training program designed to promote team building,

Communication skills, creative problem solving, and physica]

training through a wilderness adventure activity. The Boarg

aPProved, and the Department's relationship with the Outward

Bound program began (PBM, May 9, 1984).
Fiscal Year 1985 saw the Bureau of Recreation recejve an

€Ver so slight increase in funds to a level of just over $11

Million. In an effort to relieve the Department of additional

fiscal constraints, the Board of Recreation and Parks was
asked to approve the transfer of the management of ¢tpe
Baltimore zoo to the Baltimore Zoological Society, Inc. (BzS),

a private non-profit corporation. This would allow the Bzs tq

rYaise funds that the city could not raise, due to Complicated

Municipal finance procedures (PBM, June 20, 1984).

By September 1984, Mr. Delaporte had engineered the

Creation of the parks and People Foundation, a private, nop-

Profit organization whose purpose Wwas to raise funds for

Fecreation and parks programs and activities. Ms. Nan Warren
r of the foundation, (PBM,

Was appointed Executive Directo
At the September Board meeting, the

September 26, 1984).
a new Olympic-class rowing

Proposal for the construction of

or review.
facility was presented to the Board f
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e ——

The De iv F

partment recel ed a 5% reduction in its Federal

Revenue-Sharing funds in November 1984, as the divestment of

the F , |
ederal Government in local programs reached a new

rnmen prog 1

evel.

t a small omen of things to come (PBM

Thi
is reduction was jus
N
ovember 14, 1984).
At its
next monthly Board meetin
gl Mr. Dela
porte
ing fees for the use of the

Prese
nted a proposal to pegin chargd

s in the summer of 1985, use which

De

partment's swimming pool
e the late 1960's.
roposal for fees for the use of

had b
een free i iti
sinc In addition to those

cha
rges, he also presented ap

Both proposals were tabled, but
’
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ignated tennis courts.
pecember 12, 1984).
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e in the near future (PBM,
evident that the
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the new fiscal year (1986)

D
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th .
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gsume the management of th
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preViOuSly commerical recreation facility, the Shake and Bake

FamilY Fun Center, a bowling and roller-skating facility, when
Glenn Doughty, a former Baltimore Colt, defaulted on his City

loan for the construction of the facility (The Sun, January

25'1935)- This would, indeed, be the Bureau's first effort

in the management of a truly commercial recreation facility,

In March 1985, Mr. Delaporte came to the Board with plans
to launch a new initiative that would increase the quality of

@ recreation experience by offering the following types of
activities in an instructional mode: (1) cycling; (2)
Competitive swimming; (3) track and field; (4) ice skating;
(5) rowing; (6) golf; (7) volleyball; (8) wrestling; (o)
bowling; and (10) basketball schools.

Proposal, the Skill and Talent Development Programs mentioneg

As a result of this

above were born. Complementing this new initiative was the
Start of construction on the new indoor ice skating arena ip

Northeast Baltimore (PBM, March 27, ;985)'

Conflicts, Scandals and New Intiatives
=il s —

As the initiatives within the Bureau of Recreation

so did Delaporte's frustration with tpe

rapidly grew,
Protracted wait between the monthly meetings of the Board of
il

Recreation and Parks. In Apri
oval of funding for gope of

Circumvent the Board to get appPT

1985, he attempted te
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The Board

these ney programs by the Board of Estimates.

discovered this attempt, and summarily squashed it (PBM, April

17, 1985). Thus began the long and bitter battle between the
Board and the Director.
However, as these conflicts continued to arise, the new,

innovatijve programming developed by Delaporte moved forward.
With over $160,000 of combined State and Federal funding, the

Camp Concern Program, the long-standing urban camping Program
for City children, took on a new life. The program was

divided into three very different components: the traditional

day camp; a week-long overnight camp, utilizing four state

barks; and an instructional basketball camp. There was a $25
registration fee for participation in Camp Concern, witp
sponsorships available for those who could not afford the fee.
The fee was assessed, not only to raise revenue, byt to

engender a sense of commitment on the part of the young people
, i one of the De
(IQ§_§EB, April 27, 1985). This was Partment'g

first serious attempts to place a worth on a recreation

While there was initial resistance, the fege

€Xperience.
Structure proved little hindrance to participants.

By May 1985, the Board was approving $50,000 to seng over
d Program in Maine, which wag 60

100 youth to the outward Boun
Delaporte discusseq Sha

More than the previous year:
n Outward Bound Progranm i

: ba
Possibility of developing an Ut
t of its kind in this country, n

the firs

Baltimore -
nstruction of the Proposeq

he co
addition, the Board approved =
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indoor soccer facility in Baybrook Park in South Baltimore
(PBM - May 15, 1985).

The Bureau of Recreation was faced with the possibility
of 1losing twenty of its current 6ne hundred recreation
centers, due to the loss of over $2 million dollars from the
Fiscal Year 1986 budget. Mayor Schaefer indicated that while
the centers' schedules may have to be adjusted, he would find
the dollars needed to keep them open (The Sun, May 1, 1985).
He did, in fact, find that money, and the Bureau's budget was
finally adopted at the $11.4 million level.

While the Bureau of Recreation was beginning to adjust to
the possibility of budget cuts in the future, evidence was
beginning to appear that indicated cases of fraud and abuse
within Bureau programs. City auditors had been examining the
purchasing and payroll records of the Division of Special
Projects, the unit involved in the administration of much of
the Bureau's Federal and State funds, for programs such as
Camp Concern and summer youth corps projects (The News
American, May 15, 1985). James W. Smith, supervisor of the
division, and several other employees were being investigated
for possible "payroll-padding" efforts, as well as for other
types of fraud concerning purchasing of equipment and supplies
that were unaccounted for. The situation was brought to light
when a Bureau of Recreation employee alerted Director
Delaporte that some abuses were occurring in the Special

Projects office. The investigation widened into a criminal
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°Ne when Kurt L. Schmoke, the City State's Attorney, angd his

Office were brought in.
As this scandal continued, the Department was coming

Under attack from community groups for other reasons. one

Tecreation center in Northeast Baltimore, Mullan Recreation

Center, was slated to be closed due to the unsafe strutural

eondition of the building. Community groups in the aregs

Protested the closing, noting that money was being spent by
the Department of Recreation and Parks on what they perceiveqg

aS "costly, elite" types of recreation programs at the expense
The center was scheduleq

°f neighborhood recreation centers.
for closure in June and the building would be demolished (The

Sun, May 15, 1985 p. 8G)-
At the June Recreation and Parks Board meeting, Directoy

Delaporte outlined to the members of the Board his efforts tq
y of recreation programs through the

UPgrade the qualit
Offering of what the community was perceiving as "eljtjgtn
He further detailed the programs that he

types of programs.

hag brought to them in March 1
and discussed his ambitious plans to aqq

985, the Skill and Talent

Development Programs,
o his previously describeg

ivities t
at least five other activities
(1) roller skatingj (2) performing arts;

Programs inciuding:
and (5) a Permanent

tics
(3) weightlifting; (4) 9ymnas

d Program.
Collaboration with the outward Boun &
M 1 te related to the Board his philosophy that
r. Delapor o
not necessarily a building, so that

Fecreation was activity,
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Strengthening the quality of the activities would

Significantly add to the recreation experience. He indicated
that his goal was to provide recreation experiences that coulqg
be measureq - they would have a definite starting and ending

Point, and a "cost per participant per experience" could be

Calculated. The Board seemed genuinely interested in the

Prospect, and would await the results of his first summer of

New programs. In addition, they voted at the same meeting to

Close Mullan Recreation Center (PBM, June 19, 1985).

To complement his new initiatives in recreation, mr.

Delaporte started an ambitious effort to increase the quality

Delaporte noted that the

Of the Bureau's Aquatics programs.
operated with a greater sense of

Pools would be
with lifeguards being issued uniforms, so

Professionalism -
they would be easily identifiable, and pay increases, so that

the city could compete with the private swimming pools, tq

Whom they often lost the best guards. In July, this new

approach to the management of the pools appeared Operational,

when the pool located at Roosevelt Park in the Hampden area of

the city was closed due to rowdy behavior of participants. A

group of teenagers disrupted July 4th swimming and accosteq
the pool manager and other guards. The pool was closed and

drained for a week, and the community immediately began
discussing with Department officials methods for controlling

Implementation of the Proposed

the "rowdies" at the pool.
for the pools was recommended, as were

Admission fees
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turnstiles ang other methods for controlling the numbers of
The Sun, July

Participants allowed in the pool at one time (

10, 1985). 1t appeared that the reality of the Delaporte

philosophy was beginning to sink in.
July, however, also brought new information on the abuse

©f funds in the Division of Special Projects, when the Board
©f Recreation and Parks was informed of the over $500, 000

Worth of hoarded property purchased with governmental grant

complete examination of the

funds discovered through a
Division's storage sites around the City. The investigation

€ontinued, and the uncovering of the fraud and abuse escalated

(PBM, July 17, 1985).
A bright spot in the summer of 1985 was the announcement

that the outward Bound program would be creating a new urban

Program in Baltimore. With a generous gift of $500,000 frop

Baltimore oOriole Eddie Murray, the soon to be constructeq
Carrie Murray Outdoor Education Center (named after his late
mother) and Leakin Park in Southwest Baltimore would serve as

home base for this creative, adventure-based activity (The

Morning sun, August 16, 1985).

Another facility about to be constructed was the Proposeq

rowing facility on the Middle Branch of the Patapsco River,

just beyond the Inner Harbor area of the City. This building,
being constructed, were being

and other new facilities
financed through conditional purchase agreements, discusseq

nure as Director. The rowing

early in Mr. Delaporte's te
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facility had storage areas for Olympic-style rowing shells,

and had sparked keen interest among many of the state's

Colleges and universities (The Sun, August 29, 1985). Plans

for this facility also included the offering of instructional

rowing classes, for youth and adults alike.
While these new facilities and the growth of new programs

Were indeed a highlight for the Bureau of Recreation in 1985,

the spectre of scandal still hung over it. In an effort to

tighten control on the administration of funds and the
Collection recreation centers fees, strict new guidelines were
developed by Mr. Delaporte and his staff, along with the

City's auditors, to try to prevent future episodes of abuse,

In addition to the Division of Special Projects case, a

recreation center director had stolen over $1,500 from funds

The Sun, August 29, 1985).

raised at his center (

the new ice skating rink in Northeast

By October,

Baltimore was opened to the public for use.

would be managed by Baltimore Ice Sports, a private non-profit

The building

Corporation devoted to ice skating, both figure and hockey.
This year-round facility was a great addition to the city's
iCe-skating program at its outdoor rink in Patterson park in
-American, October 22, 1985) .

Southeast Baltimore (The News
however, brought ominous warnings

The end of October,

from Mayor Schaefer of budget cuts due to the loss of Federal

scal Year 1987. The Bureau of

revenue-sharing funds in F1
Recreation receives approximately ¢$5 million from this source,
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and efforts were being made to absorb that loss through

9deneral budget funds. The threat of curtailed pPrograms again

focused on the Department of Recreation and Parks (The Sun,

October 31, 1985)
In an effort to reorganize some of the programs in the

Bureau of Recreation, Mr. Delaporte informed the Board that
the scandal-ridden Division of Special Projects, which also

included the Bureau's Day Care and Tiny Tots programs, would

(1) the Division of Developmental Recreation,

be split into:
Which would include the Camp Concern Program, Operation

(which transported children to Orioles! basebal]

Birdlang
games), and all of the Skill and Talent Development programs,

and (2) the Division of School-Age Child Care and Tiny Tots,

This reorganization would allow each unit to function
independently, as the School-Age program sought licensing for

Mr. Delaporte also indicated that the Aquatics

its centers.
Division had already been created during the summer, and plang

he Division of Amateur Athletics,

Were under way to reshape t
Which administered most of the city's organized, Competitive

1985) .

Sports leagues (PBM, November 20,
Board meeting, Mr. Delaporte and the Board

At this same
a new employee, Gail Abrans,

Clashed over approval to send
hired to manage the soon to be completed Carrie Murray outdoor

Education center, to an outward Bound Leadership Program jip
Florida. The Board disapproved the request due to the newness
and Delaporte's frustration with thep

©f the employee,
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€ontinued to rise. This was not the only problem that the

Board ang mr. Delaporte were facing, however.

December 1985 brought the realization that the loss of
the $5 million in Federal revenue sharing funds would result
in significant cutbacks in recreation services to the citizens

of Baltimore, unless other methods of funding were found (The

Sun, pecember 19, 1985). While 1985 was the year that
Director Delaporte began, as he said, "putting in place the

(The Sun Magazine,

Components of a new recreation system"
December 15, 1985), it was only the beginning of a rocky roaq

for him, the Board, and the Department of Recreation ang

Parksg.
Mayor William Donald Schaefer had great faith in Director

Even though the Bureau of Recreation was

Chris pelaporte.
going to lose all of its Federal revenue sharing funds, the

City absorbed the $5 million difference through its general

budget funds and avoided the painful layoffs with a tota]
budget of $12.37 million for Fiscal Year 1987 (Department of

Recreatjon and Parks Budget Books, 1986). All aspects of the

Department's programs that had received the direct attention
A January 13, 1986

Of Delaporte seemed to be flourishing.
t the Shake and Bake Family B

§HQQ§Q§£§ article reported tha
Center, the commercial enterprise formerly owned by Colt Glenn
’

sely run facility into 3 well-

Doughty, had changed from a 100
Programmed center to which people were now coming back. After
ilding, and a reductjon in

bu
$225,000 of improvements to the
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Staf .
f by almost two-thirds, the center was beginning to show

Promj .
1ses of breaking even, which it hadn't done since its

Openj

1ng. Anthony Dease, the new facility manager, a former
reCr o g

€ation center director, had worked closely with Director
De}

aporte to turn the center around. Everyone who entered the

buijg;
ldlng now came in with a sense of purpose, and not to just

"h
a ;
Ng out" (The News American, January 27, 1986).

The biggest crisis of his tenure with the city of
Baltimore was about to occur for Mr. Delaporte. City
Councilman Kweisi Mfume brought forth charges of sexua]
faVOritism’ racial discrimination and unfair hiring practices

a .
Jainst Delaporte. Mfume indicated that he had receiveg

Co . y
Mplaints from some of his constituents who were employees of

t
0 Department of Recreation and Parks, as well as frop

S . .
eVeral Board members, as he was trying to get information
i — ;

Yom the pepartment on their past hiring practices. as a

Tesult of these charges, a five-member panel, made up of four

Boarg of Recreation and Parks members (Paul Goldberg, ann
SCheper’ Doris Johnson and Louis Grasmick) and headed by
Watts, would

Yetired Baltimore circuit Judge Robert B.
n an effort to resolve the

& : )

nvestlgate these charges 1
Situation (The Evening Sun, January 24, 1986).

Mayor william Donald not having great

confidence in the Board's apility to look at the charges
pers bringing the charges

gchaefer,

objectively with some of its own mem
to the councilman threatened to commission his own three—
4
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The

Tember panel (The News American, January 24, 1986) .

follOWingday, Mr. Delaporte indicated that he was considering
legal action against Councilman Mfume for publicly repeating
Unsubstantiated allegations. Mfume countered, indicating that
he told the press that "he didn't think there was anything to

the Sexual favors allegations", but that the press blew the

COmments out of proportion (The News American, January 25,

1986, p. 3a).
In response to Mr. Delaporte's lawyers, Councilman Mfume
for sensationalizing and

blamed the television stations
January 29, 198s)., An

his comments (The Sun,

"distorting"
(February 4,

@ditorial in the Sunpapers
Councilman Mfume for issuing the charges to the media, insteagq

1986) scoldeg

Of the approprj_ate commissions (Human Relations or Equal

Employment Opportunity) .
By early February, Mayor Schaefer had scolded the Boarqd

Of Recreation and Parks for inciting the controversy due tq
their dislike of Mr. Delaporte's independent management style.
The Mayor demanded that the investigative panel reach a

However, the damage had already

Conclusion within a week.
s reputation.

been dqone to Mr. Delaporte
councilman Mfume produced several of the

In mid-February,
documents from employees that claimed discrimination in hiring
Practices on the part of Mr. Delaporte, but provided 1ittje
Substantiation of the charges- Delaporte's lawyers had askeq
the Councilman to provide the names of the two Boarg members
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tha .
t haqg 1ssued the charges as well, but were refused. Mayor
Sc .
haefer reiterated that the whole problem was simply a matter

Oof 5
Jealousy on the part of the Board over Mr. Delaporte's

su .
CCesses (The Morning Sun, February 15, 1986).

By the 19th of February, the investigative panel cleareqg

M
F. Delaporte of the charges of sexual harassment, byt

indj . . o8
Ndicateq that the charges of racial discrimination ang

" ;
Cronyism" should not be overlooked, although they could not

£5
1nd any real documentation of the charges (The Evening Sun

February 19, 1986). The panel indicated that an effort shouilqg
be made to hear the complaints of the employees who presenteq

the Charges, although they could really find no evidence of

Misconduct on Mr. pelaporte's part.
An editorial in The News American the following day

(February 20, 1986) indicated that the feud between the Boarg
and the Djrector should end, and that the Board needed to fing

Ways to speed up its cumbersome bureaucracy. Mayor Schaefer,
intolerant of the Board's

increasingly

Who hag become
assessment.

lnefficiency, was agreeing with that
r incident, Jean D. Powell, then 5

In a somewhat simila
Recreation, won a long-

Program Supervisor in the Bureau of

standing rase and sax discrimination suit (from 1982), and was
tendent of Recreatiop

AWarded the position of Assistant Superin

(The Evening Sun, April 11,
i administration, but had finally worked

before mr, Delaporte
ess.

tts way through the legal proc
156
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The workings of the Bureau of Recreation continued, even

thr°u9h these 1legal battles. The outdoor ice rink in

Patterson Park was to be enclosed with a covering quite
different from the air filled cover previously used rather

unsucceSSfully at the Memorial Stadium ice rink, now closeq.
This covering, along with the renovation of the existing

SUpport building, would modernize the facility and make it
Useable for longer periods of time. While not a Completely
indoor facility, it would virtually eliminate bad weather 3ag

A reason for closing the rink (The East Baltimore Guide, April

10, 19g¢).
In addition to the ice rink renovations, the Proposed

fees ang identification cards for swimmers in the Summer of
The charges would bpe

1986 was about to become a reality.

fifty cents a visit for the large park pools, or $3.00 for &
SeasOn-long'pass for the smaller neighborhood pools. The I.D.

cards and turnstiles would allow the pool employees to contre]
the crowds during the summer, declare capacities ang prevent

additional participants from entering until others haq left

1986) .

the Premises (The Sun, March 1,
In April, Mayor schaefer indicated that he woulq replace
/4

Vernon Weisand as President of the Board of Recreatjon ..

Parks with Michael Hart, a relatively new member of the Boarg
It appeared that changes were

(The Sun, april 24, 1986):
brewing for the often stagnant Board in light of the earlier

difficultjes with Mr. Delaporte:
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James W. Smith, former head of the defunct Division of
Special Projects, was indicted for fraud in a payroll-padding
scheme that cost the City over $225,000 over nine years, with
over $90,000 of that funneled directly to Smith through

elaborate payroll-padding and kickbacks (The News American,

May 1, 1986). Eleven other members of the Bureau's staff had
been granted immunity from prosecution for their testimony
against Smith, but were terminated from the Department of
Recreation and Parks' employment.

An editorial (The Sun, May 3, 1986) discussed the
scandals that had been occurring in the City, starting with
John Callan of the Neighborhood Progress (Housing)
Administration and ending with James W. Smith of Recreation
and Parks. The editorial indicated that these scandals would
make it much more difficult for the City to plead its case
before the state legislature when it asked for increased
funding. Credit was given to Mr. Delaporte for uncovering the
Smith scandal, noting that it was Delaporte, and not the Board
of Recreation and Parks, who took action on this situation and
had begun to revamp old administrative procedures that made
the Department ripe for many types of abuse.

In a second editorial entitled, "A Not-as-Relevant Park

Board" (The News American, May 16, 1986), written after

Michael Hart was officially confirmed as the new President of
the Board of Recreation and Parks, the newspaper cautioned the

Board to cease its squabbles with the Director and get to the
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business of providing recreation services to the citizens of

Baltimore.
When Mr. Hart was appointed, Mayor Schaefer sent a clear
out its mandategq

Signal to the Board to carry

responsibilities. He had indicated his displeasure several

times during the previous few years in their inability to work
out 1arge deals on Memorial Stadium, and several other large
athletic events such as the Navy-Notre Dame football game at
the Stadium, while spending great deals of time on patronage

The Sun, May 18, 1986). It was obvious

Matters in personnel (
that the Mayor, soon to be running for governor, was having

S€cond thoughts about the role of the Board.
All of this controversy did not significantly affect the

Bureau of Recreation's Fiscal Year 1988 budget, as it e

recommended at just over $12.5 million. Even with the losg of

Federal revenue sharing the year before, the budget remained

quite stable, a tribute to Director Delaporte's persuasion of
’

the value of recreation activities for the citizens of
tion and Parks Budget Books

Baltimore (Department of Recrea

1986) ,
. Smith had pled gquilt
By the end of May, James W. S Y to ali

but through a plea bargain

Of the charges lodged against him,
e over $90,000 dollars

Agreem itution of th
ent provided restl 1
and served no more than three

that he received in kickbacks,
The judge in the Ccase

1986) .
Years in jail (The Sun, May 27 )
n months of his sentence in gujy (The

Suspended all but fiftee
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Sun, July 30, 1986). The case between Councilman Mfume and

Chris Delaporte was settled quietly out of court, with little

detail provided.
The new swimming pool fees for all of the park and
success in some

Neighborhood pools, met with great

Communitijes, yet great resistance in others.

Areas indicated that their children could not afford even the
"Wwork-off" programs were therefore

Many low-income

three-dollar season pass.
established to allow children to perform work at their

Neighborhood recreation center or even at the swimming pools
This effort received mixeqd

to get a free season pass.
Feactions, with some calling it discriminatory, and others

it wasn't being implemented properiy,

Complaining that
Another problem occurring with the pools was the shortage of

Even with the implementation of fees, rowdyisp

lifeqguards.
Was still occurring at some of the pools due to the stars

Shortages Special efforts were made to hire additiona] staff

to alleviate the problems (The Evening Sun, June 30, 1986) .

As programming continued in the Department, tpe
A

Recreation and Pparks Board Wwas coming under attack.
Proposed city charter amendment was introduced in the City
Council in September 1986 that would strip the Board of its

it purely advisory, The

Policy-making powers and make
t would then answer to the Mayor,

Director of the Departmen
Much 1ike all other City agencies except in the Department of
e a

sed the bill, and the move yag on

Education. The Mayor endor
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to Strip the Board of its power (The Morning Sun, September P,

198s6) ,
the Department, when on

Controversy continued in

September 12, 1986, Anthony Dease, manager of the Shake and
Bake Family Fun center, resigned after auditors found that

The Evening

$15r000 was missing from the center's account (
Sun, septemper 12, 1986). This would mark the second time in

less than a year that an employee had been charged with theft,

By December of 1986, the amendment to the City Charter
Stripping the Board of Recreation and Parks of its policy-
Making power had been approved by the City Council's Judiciary

Committee and was headed for the ballot in the 1987 election

(The Evening Sun, December 3, 1986). The Board, however,
———=Yening oun,

Would continue to fight until the end.
Previous article was published, the Board was admonishing pmy.

The day after the

Delaporte's fiscal staff for not providing them with gag

detailed an accounting of the Fiscal Year 1988 budget gag they
After being told that the budget was virtually

would like.
due to the Mayor'g

o ls
the same as the previous year

instructions to hold the line, the Board still remaineq

unsatisfied and desired, pOSSiblY for the last timE, a fulj
’
[which they did not receive] (Ih_

Feporting of the budget,

Sun, pecember 4, 1986). The Ye Yy be

the beginni of a new era in the Department of Recreatjon ana
ginning

Parks.
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As 1987 began, the City was learning to work with the

Interinp Mayor, former City Council President Clarence H. "pyun

who replaced William Donald Schaefer, who became the

BUrns,
The Department of

Governor of the State of Maryland.

ReCreation and Parks was holding a steady course, even as the
focus of some of its programming in the Bureau of Recreation
had starteq to change. The overall Fiscal Year 1989 budget
for the Bureau would be close to its Fiscal Year 1988 level at
$12-48 million, even as funds were starting to tighten up due
to the effects of Federal spending cuts to the cities during
the Reagan administration. However, specialized programs such
as the Division of Developmental Recreation grew from 3

funding jevel of $644,000 in Fiscal Year 1987 to a proposeq

$1.1 million in Fiscal Year 1989 (Department of Recreation ang

These developmental skills

Parks Budget Books, 1987)-
Programs proved popular, even though there was a fee attacheq

to each activity, if only nominal. The fees ranged from ag

low as $1.00 to participate in an operation Birdland baseba]]

9ame, to as much as $60.00 to participate on the City-wige
’

Track and Field Team for a year (Develo mental Recreation Fee

Evaluation of these programs indicated that

Schedule, 1987). |
the feeg encouraged the participants (and their parents) tq
nstake" in the aCtiVity’ and

a
jcipants, as opposed to those

feel that they had
Participation among paying part
nscholarship" or "campership" of gope

who may have received a
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Sort, was markedly better (Registration statistics, Division

of Developmental Recreation, 1987).
Of the over $12 million alloted to the Bureau of

Recreation, over half of that went to the operation of the g9g
traditional community recreation centers. The remaining funds

Were divided between all of the specialized programs, which
inCIUded: (1) Developmental Recreation; (2) School-age
Chilg Care; (3) Therapeutic Recreation; (4) Senior Citizens
(6) Amateur Athletics; (7)

Programs; (5) Aquatics;

Outdoor Education; and (8) Office of Adventures in Fun. 71p
addition to these specialized programs, the following specia]
facilitjes were now operational: (1) The Baltimore
Neighborhood Recreation Facility (formerly the Shake and Bake

(2) The Mount Pleasant Ice Arena (under

Family run Center) ;
The William J. Myers

Private, non-profit management); v
Indoor Soccer Pavilion; (4) The Baltimore Rowing and Water
The Patterson Park Ice Rink (under

Resources Center; (5)
(6) The Carrie Murray oOutdoor

City management); and
ral Transition Briefing Book, 1987),
o)

Education center (Mayoral 21:<°
d into his new position, jt

As Mayor "Du" Burns settle
m to become embroiled in the Board of

didn't take long for hi
rte turmoil. In June 1987,

{ o
Recreation and parks/chris Delap

the battle bet n the two factions boiled over at a Boarq of
e betwee
r was sent by the Boarq of

te
Estimates meeting, where 2 - d ject $
that the Board reject $165, ggq
Recreatio o ERIARE
n and Parks i
r recreational prograns.

umme
Worth of funding requests T .
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The Majority of these programs were a part of the Division of

Pevelopmental Recreation and included a request for 4

recreation center basketball team to travel to the National

President Michael Hart and Director

Junior Olympics.
of Estimates meeting

DPelaporte hag gone to the Board

indicating that they had attempted to get official approvaj

€arlier, but could not get a quorum of the Board members to
ACt in any official capacity. President Hart, who had been
SUpportive of Mr. Delaporte's efforts (much to the chagrin of

the rest of the Board), supported the request for funding.

Mr, Delaporte indicated that the summer was the busiest tipe

of Year, and it was often difficult to get the Board together

©N quick notice to make decisions on much-needed funding. The

President of the city council, Frank X. Gallagher, a member of

the Board of Estimates, after receiving the letter frop the

Board, chastised them, indicating that if they were going to
Act  that way, "they shouldn't be in City governmentn,
14

Additionally Gallagher remarked that the Board had to realjze

that "there were things more important than their own ego"
iD) . Mayor Burns, who was

(M, June 11, 1987, P-
Supportive of the proposed city Charter Amendment to convert

the Board to an advisory-only board, was clearly angry that

the Board would gamble with summer recreation programs for the

Youth of t city. The funding for the programs was approved,
he .
g with the members of the Boarq

And the Mayor called a meetlin
At that

; -
o Recreation and Parks and pirector Delaporte
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meeting, the Mayor indicated that he was the boss and that

there wouldn't pe any subsequent attempts to undermine Mr.
The city solicitor

Delaporte or attempts to have him fired.
Delaporte serves at the

indicated that technically, Mr.

Pleasure of the Board and should attempt to cooperate with the

Board as much as possible (The Sun, June 13, 1987). The

battle was not yet over.
Meanwhile, the scandal trial of Anthony J. Dease, former

Manager of the Shake and Bake Family Fun Center, had concluded

With a sentence of five years in jail, with all but two years
Suspended, and an order to make restitution for what finally

turned out to be over $78,000 stolen from the facility (The
Sun, June 19, 1987). It appeared that all of the scandals
that had been haunting the Bureau of Recreation and the

Department of Recreation and parks had finally been put to

Test,
it was announced that Chrig

On the same date in June,

put embattled Director of the

Delaporte, the creative

Department, would be leaving by Jul
New executive director of the Maryland Stadium Authority,

d Schaefer to build g new

y 1 to take the post ag the

Created by Governor William Donal
baseball stadium in downtown Baltimore (The Evening Sun, June

Delaporte indicated that he would stay on part-
some of the remaining

19, 1987).
i ee
time, jif possible, to OVers
Construction projects in the pepartment, including renovation
io
b Recreation Center.

Of the historic Chick web
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In his last days as director of the Department of

Recreatjon and Parks, Delaporte reminisced about his tenure in

Baltimore, indicating that he attempted to bring quality

Tecreation facilities to the City, but was often accused of
"being siitist &r catering to a few." He indicated that
Baltimore was "an old city with habitual patterns" whose sport
facilities were centered around its community recreation

Centers. 1n an effort to bid for large scale sports events

like cities such as Indianapolis or Houston, Baltimore haq
always 1ost out due to its lack of quality facilities. pe

encouraged the Department of Recreation and Parks to continye

his efforts of constructing quality facilities (The Sun, July

13, 1987).
Upon Delaporte's departure in October, James E. Grant,

the Superintendent of Recreation, assumed the role of Acting
Director as a nationwide search was conducted for a ney

director, while Jean D. Powell, Assistant Superintendent of
ting Superintendent of

Recreation, assumed the role of AC

Recreation for the interim.
s very quietly became an

The Board of Recreation and park

3 1 't '
Advisory board after Question J on the city's November
Whoever the ney

Feferendum passed quite Sl
they would be appointed

Director of the Department would be,
y the Board.

by the Mayor, and not b
moke had assumed his role as

ch
By January 1988, Kurt L- s
and the search for 3 _

Mayor of the city of Baltimore,
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director continued in earnest. By the end of January, Mayor

Schmoke hag identified his choice for that position, and he

He named Dr. Ralph Waldo

didn't have to 1look very far.
Emerson Jones, Jr., a professor of recreation and a noteq

€Xpert in urban recreation from the University of Baltimore as

the ney Director, the first African-American individual to

hold that position on a permanent basis (The Evening sun,

January 29, 1988).
On March 1, 1988, Dr. Jones met with all of the employees

Of the Department of Recreation and Parks at the Baltimore
POlytechnic Institute High School and announced " New

Beginning" (The Morning Sun, March 2, 1988). The Department
had indeed travelled far since its inception in 1940, ang pr,

Jones was now the new leader at the helm to carry it eyep

further.
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Summary

The 1970s and 1980s saw the greatest increases in

Programs and facilities in the history of the Baltimore City

Bureau of Recreation. The number of facilities had doubleq by

1970, ang continued to increase through 1980 (Appendix D).

New initiatives such as the Baltimore Neighborhood Basketbal}

League ang the United States Youth Games were implementeq.

The Construction of specialized facilities such as the soccer

Arena, jce rink, rowing facility, and outdoor education center
Were the hallmarks of the 80s, as were the initiations of the

Division of Developmental Recreation's fee-based instructiona)
and the School-Age chilg Care

Programs, outward Bound,
Division (Appendix F). The needs of Baltimore's residents had

increased, and the Bureau of Recreation was called upon e

Meet  them. The fiscal situation had expandeq, —

Recreation's budget moved from $4.5 million in 1970 to g9 4
As can be seen in Table 5, both Recreation

Million in 1980.
and Parks and the Enoch Pratt Free Library system enjoyeq

percentage of the total City

Minimal jncreases in their

udget.
. . . ] t hi .
E) 197 0, Baltimore ¥ Eldellts

flee to the suburbs, with the percentage of white tq black

: . - ark.
Tesidents approaching the 50 o
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TABLE 5

Board of Estimates Appropriations for Baltimore City

(1970, 1980, and 1987)
Department Amount % of Budget
1970
Recreatjon $ 4,568,428 .7
Parksg $ 6,010,535 .9
Librarjes $ 6,276,707 1.0
T?TAL CITY $666,134,245 100.0
B,
Recreation $ 9,929,389 .88
Parks $ 9,262,964 .82
Libraries $ 9,637,935 .87
TOTAL c1my $1,124,456,967 100.0
19g; | TTTTTTTTTTTTTITTTITTTTTTTTTT e
Recreatijon 3 12,371,287 7
Parks $ 11,536,870 .91
Librarjes § 12,239,206 3B
ToTAT, CITY $1,270,216,006 100.0

The percentage of black residents increased, leading to 4
That percentage wou]gqg

543 majority by 1980 (Table 6)-
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Contin .
ue to increase through the 80s, approaching the 602

ng
Yk by the end of the decade.

TABLE 6

Population characteristics of Baltimore City
1980 and 1990)

(1970,

Race .
Population 2

1979
White 479,837 52.%
Non-white 420,210 46.8
Other 5,712 .6
ToTarg, 905,759 100.0
BB e, B
White 345,113 44.0
Black 431,151 54.7
Other 10,511 1:3
ToTaT, 786,775 100.0
i i
White 287,753 39.3
Black 435,768 59.0
Other 12,493 1.7
ToTar, 736,014 100.0
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By 1987, the Bureaus of Recreation and Parks had finally
Feacheq equity in funding, which coincided with greater

collaboration between the two units with the construction of

Many of these "special facilities" mentioned above as hybrids

°f the two bureaus. The privatization of the public golf
Courses and the Baltimore Zoo led to greater availability of

°Perating funds, which helped to offset the impending loss of

Federal Revenue Sharing Funds.
The United States reeled from the Watergate debacle of

and the distrust of governmental officials wasg

the 70g,
The Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation jumpeq

COommonplace.
into the fray in the 80s, with the payroll-padding scandal of

James . Smith of the Division of Special Projects ang the

misappropriation of funds by Anthony Dease, the manager of the
Shake and Bake Recreation Facility. The additional scandal
OVer charges of favoritism in employment by Chris Delaporte,

Director of Recreation and Parks reduced the credibility of

the Department even further.
The strength of the Board of Recreation and Parks hag

diminished in the 1980s with the privatization of severa] of
Their

their "showcase" facilities (e.9- golf courses, Zoo).
control over these facilities Wwas terminated, ang their
administration of the

turned to pelaporte's

attentions
e when Delaporte consistently

Department. Friction aros

Attempted to circumvent the Board's authority over ObPerationa]
e oc
e that eventually ensued between

Matters., The power struggl
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the
two 1
ed to th
e B i
oard being removed from a pol
olicy-maki
ing

IOle
to a
n advi v
sory o
ne b Question Jy a ot
Y ’ er ref
erendu i
m 1n

tlle l 9 '7 ¢ . o

as
a
part of
the
Department of Recreation and P
arks, w
’ ould

Chart
a new c
ou
rse under the direction of Dr
- Ralph
Waldo

Eme
r
Son Jones, Jr
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to examine the evolution of
the Baltimore city Bureau of Recreation by focusing on the

Major policy changes that occurred from its beginning in 1949

thr°u9h 1988. 1In order to provide background to this study,
@ brief overview of the early history of recreation inp

Baltimore city, both through the playground movement and the
beginnings of the organized recreation movement was provideq.
Comparison was made with the evolution of the development of

the City's recreation department and the recreation movement
Both the local and national Jleve]sg

On a national basis.
followed concurrent paths in their development.

Data collection and Analysis

research was utilized to collect

The historical method of
considering primary sources of data such

data for this study,

as minutes of the meetings of t
Recreation and Parks, budget documents and personal interviews
Department of Recreation and

he Baltimore City Board of

of selected employees Oof s
Parks (past and present) . secondary sources such as nNewspaper
re newspapers (The Sun, The

Clippings from the major palrins
e Afro-American provided Corroborating

\_NeWS—American, and The ALLE_=2====—"
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d : . : ;
ata as well as new information for examination. The data

Were analyzed and verified for credibility and authenticity

through the use of internal and external criticism. Once the

data were verified, they were ordered chronologically ang

followed the topical categories of:
World war II and the Post-War Era of the 1940s

a)

b) Desegregation and the Civil Rights Movement of the
1950s and 1960s

C) Urban Renewal of the 1970s and the Changing Social

Climate of the 1980s

In each of these categories, the social, political, ang

€Conomic factors present at the time were examined for theijr

Influence on changes in policy decisions.

Findings

The early study traced the Bureau of Recreation from jtg

inception as the pepartment of Public Recreation in 1940 tq
Parks and Music in 1947 to

its merger with the Departments of
become the Department of Recreation and Parks. Much of thijg

early examination focused on the decisions of the Board of
policy-making body of the

and Parks, the

Recreation
The fledgling pepartment of Public Recreation

Department

i ilities in
began with four recreation faciliti

eighteen by the end of the decade.
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The issue of segregation was examined in the later stages

Of the 40s, with more detailed attention provided as the
Department moved into the 50s and 60s. The continued efforts
Of the Board of Recreation and Parks to maintain Segregated
facilities and programs were apparent, lasting until they were
forceq by law to integrate the Department in November 1955,

While the Department had been technically integrateq by

law, the reality of integration was a much slower process.

There were numerous incidents of racial backlash against the

blacks in Baltimore's recreation programs and facilitjes

throughout the next two decades.
After the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jgr.

and the civil disturbances of the late 60s and the early 70s,
Programs began to focus on the needs of urban youth, with the
development of outreach programs such as the Detached Worker

Portable pools and other types

(Street ciub Worker) Program.
took services into the

°f mobile recreation programs

Neighborhoods of participants.
As the Bureau of Recreation moved through the decades,

the racial makeup of the city changed. From a 20% black
Population in 1940 to 35% in 1960, the needs of a different,
MOore needy population arose. pemand for additional Programs
and facilities was constant, and the Bureau of Recreatjop
faced consistent budgetary challenges in its attempts tq meets
the needs of its citizens, along with the rest of Baltimore

au of Recreation was operating og

City. By 1970, the Bure
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COmmunity recreation centers, with demand still increasing,
Federa) money was pumped into cities, and Baltimore saw an

1Ncrease in operating funds from $1.3 million in 1960 to $4.5

Million in 1970.
By 1970, the racial makeup of Baltimore was 46.8% black
wWith many whites fleeing to the suburbs. Those left behindg
Were in greater need of services, and the call for increaseq
The Bureau now

Fecreation programs and facilities continued.
Through the 70s,

ObPerated over 120 recreation facilities.
Programs such as camp Concern for urban youth, Camp Variety

for handicapped youth, and the United States Youth Games
In order to operate these

Provided specialized activities.
the Bureau of Recreation budget rose from $4.5

Programs,

Million to $9.9 million by 1980.
Innovation was the key component of the 80s in the Bureay
Recreation programs started to move frop

Of Recreation.
totally free activities to a mixture of free vs. fee-baseq
d brought significant cutg in

The Reagan era ha

cities.

activities.
fee-based, yet

Additional

Federal funding to
grams were housed inp the

instructional sports and arts Pro
with additional Special

Division of Developmental Recreation,
-Age Child cCare.

ses i chool
Programming in the Division of S
use facilities such as soccer arenas ang

Large, special
iCe rinks were constructed to meet the changing recreational
nts. Many options S

i ide
hNeeds of Baltimore City resi
he privatization of Recreatijion and

Considered, among them t
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P . , i
arks' five public golf courses and the Baltimore Zoo. with

peratization, the Board of Recreation and Parks began to lose
control of portions of its domain, and a power struggle ensueq

between them and the Director of Recreation and Parks, Chris

Delaporte. By 1987, a voter referendum had passed, and the
Board of Recreation and Parks had been removed from jtg

Policy-making role into an advisory one.
Baltimore city moved toward the 90s with a 59% black
Population and the Department of Recreation and Parks moved

budget of over $12 million for the Bureau of

With 4
The direction of the Department was now providegq

Recreation.
by a Director not selected by the Board of Recreation and
It was indeed a "ney

Parks, bput by the Mayor of Baltimore.

beginning. »

conclusions

his study were met by determining:;

The objectives of t
(1) The major policies that were formulated in the Arsas

human and physical resources by

©f fiscal, organizational,

development administrations, budgets,

tracing the e

facilitiGS, staff, and major programs.
reases and decreases in the previously ljisteqg

(2) The inc
d and described in Appendices A-F
’

Policy areas were quantifie
With the different administrative changes as well as tpe
ghout the data chaptersg,

Policy shifts documented throu

7%



An examination of the social, political and economic

(3)
£ ;
actors that may have contributed to or caused these policy

declSiOh changes were described throughout the data chapters

A4S well. The decisions of those involved in the operation of

the Bureau of Recreation and the overall operation of the

Department of Recreation and Parks were obviously influenceq

by these factors in each particular era.

Social factors such as race played a tremendous role in
the early decisions made regarding the desegregation of the
Baltimore City Department of Recreation and Parks. When the

pOlicy—making board had avowed segregationists such as Robert

Garrett as President, it was unrealistic to think that they

Would vote to integrate recreation and parks programs ang
facilities until they were forced to do so. The personal
beliefs of Garrett and many other members of the Board of

Recreation and parks interfered significantly in the progress
in regard to integration. In many

°f the Department
d voted against policies

Instances, the members of the Boar
that had been initiated with success on trial bases and haq

Feceived no objections from the general public, but were in

Violation of their own personal principles.
either racial or sexual, seemed to play

Discrimination,

d serious role in decision
For an agency that had been Createq

as the Playground

s made in the Department of

Recreation and Parks.
unit such

from a female-dominated
America,

the proliferation of male

ASSOciation of
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administrators that leapt to the forefront once Robert Garrett
took charge of the Public Athletic League was quite
remarkable. Additionally, the lack of African-American top
administrators was evident until the 1980s, when James E.
Grant became the first African-American Superintendent of
Recreation, and Dr. Ralph W.E. Jones, Jr. became the first
African-American Director. Even though the Department had
officially been "desegregated" in 1955, it took almost thirty
years for a true desegregation of the top administration to
occur.

Economic factors also played an important role in many of
the decisions that were made by the Board of Recreation and
Parks. They were, in fact, creatures of the times that they
found themselves in. As Baltimore Cify grew and changed, they
had to adapt their decisions to meet the current situations.
The economic growth of the 50s, the Federal involvement,
particularly in the 60s and 70s, and the Federal "abandonment"
of the cities in the 80s, all created distinct challenges that
had to be addressed by the Board.

In addition, the Board of Recreation and Parks focused
much of 1its attention on the economically stimulating
"showcase" components of both the Bureau of Recreation and the
Bureau of Parks - areas such as Memorial Stadium, the
Baltimore Zoo, and the golf courses. It wasn't until 1984,

when Director Chris Delaporte moved to privatize these
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ntities that a power struggle wreaking havoc throughout the

Department developed.
With the discussion of "power," the political factor must

be considered as the most influential in decisions of the
Board of Recreation and Parks. Until the administration of
Chris Delaporte, the Board of Recreation and Parks hag

basically controlled all of the Directors of Recreation and
With their focus

Parks, and thus controlled the Department.
On the high-profile facilities mentioned above and thejr

€Oncern with the political patronage issues of personnel, the
Board had pbecome a very powerful force in Baltimore City, even
though they were truly only semi-independent. When Delaporte,
With the support of the Mayor, privatized the aforementioneq
facilitjes and continued his attempts to circumvent the Boargq,
the battle of wills between the two entities clashed, and the
Mayor, buoyed by city Council efforts, finally stepped in to

Support a resolution for a referendum to strip the Board of

its policy-making power.
As a result of the type of behavior that was exhibiteq by

the Boarg during this power struggle and at different pointg
the Board of Recreation ang

in time during their history,

Parks was finally removed from a policy-making role in 1987 o
becone purely advisory in nature. From that point on, policy
deciSiOnS were recommended by the Director of Recreation and
Parks, with the Mayor of Baltimore providing general direction

and control.
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The only major frustrations and disappointments for this

Fesearcher came from the lack of interdepartmental or inter-
available, and the

that was

communication
In

several prospective interviewees.

Bureau

Unavailability of
addition, having worked in the Bureau of Recreation and the

Department of Recreation and Parks for a total of fourteen

Years, this researcher was aware that critical minutes of

Various committees of the Board of Recreation and Parks
where many substantive

(Personnel, Executive Sessions),
decisions were made, were unavailable or had been destroyed

when the Board was switched from a policy-making to an
advisory role. Therefore, many of the controversial decisions
that were rumored to have been made would remain just that -

RUMOR - with no substantiation possible.

Recommendations for Future Research

As a result of this study, several recommendations have

been developed that lend themselves well to the possibility of

These recommendations are as follows:

analysis of the

future research.
(1) A separate, more detailed
desegregation issue in Baltimore might very well lead to new

revelations into the factors influencing these decisions in

the Department of Recreation and Parks, especially if that

analysis begins prior to the 1940s, as it appears that some

efforts to desegregate occurred much earlier.
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(2) A i i
n examination of the Board of Recreation and Park
arks,

Concen ;
trating o int te e ination of th
n an intima i i
xamination o e i i
g 1ndividual

Personaliti
ities on the Board, which may help to explain s
ome of

thej st
1r decisions more completely.
3 ]
(3) A companion study to the examination of the Bu
reau

Of Rec i
reation should be conducted for the Bureau of Park
well a o
S a smaller study on the Bureau of Music which could
u

give a .
complete picture of the entire Department of Recreati
ion

and Pparks.

(4)

A study examining specifically the Federally funded
Progr )
grams that were created during the late 60s and through th

e

7 OS 1 Y 3 il
hese prOgramS e Y S i ngularl Shaped the Bureau
T ver O

Recr i i

eation in Baltimore City, as well as in many other urba
n

better or for worse

dre .
as, into what they are today, for

General Recommendations

mendations as a result of the data

recom

In addition,
ead to decisions on the

Ob : :
tained in this study might well 1
of the Baltimore

cifically,

City Department of

fut ’
Ure direction
the Bureau
of

Re "
Creation and Parks, but more spe
stances, the challenges that are

In many in

Recr
€eation.
f Recreation in regard to

c
Urrently being faced by the Bureau O
1acement of staff (i.e., due to an

the .
funding of programs, reP
and maintenance of facilities are quite

—
91ng workforce),
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Similayr to situations that have been documented in this study.
The eXamination of these decisions and their success or
failure may aid in the decisions that must be made in the very

Near future due to downsizing, programmatic shifts or facility

decline.
As has been seen throughout this study, there is indeeqg

4 danger of repeating the same type of behavior that Baltimore

City, as well as many other cities, exhibited when Federa]
If and when money

MOney became available in the 60s and 70s.

begins to filter back into the cities as a result of the newly
®lected pemocratic administration, the Department of

Recreation and Parks cannot renovate and build onto the
infrastructure of the municipal recreation system again

without consideration of proper maintenance, Stafflng and

pr°gramming of these facilities in the future.

New jobs programs should not be jumped into as has been
done in the past, hiring "warm podies" just to have a person
with the demise of so many Recreation

in 4 building.
1s colleges and universities, the

Curricula in our country

i in th
Tesurgence of professional preparation to train the recreators
The "warm body" approach

°f tomorrow must be advocated. .
s with unskilled staff

s ; ent
fillea local recreation departm

. l :
Members who have stayed on the Job for years, €1ogging up the
S who hav .
ung professionals frop

. ed YO
System and preventing aduat :
” stifling enrollment in thesge

—_ "
9aining employment, there
g employ ) ing them to shut down. Only through
orci

College curricula, f
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a : ; i
ggresslve Tecruitment of trained, qualified professionals can
t

his €YCle be broken and the quality of the provision of
S®vices Upgraded.

New facilitjes cannot be built as "make work"

projects,
“1th no Plans of how to staff, program and maintain them. 71p
Baltimore, for example, many of the facilities that were built

0 the 60s and 70s are unnecessarily crumbling due to poor

periodic Maintenance or no maintenance at all, because that
item has rarely been included in budgets. The focus has been
On hiring staff rather than repairing roofs, surely knowing
that Someday that roof would leak and need repair.

Again, it js extremely difficult to program a facility
withOut trained staff members to carry the programs out.
Whiie the Baltimore City Bureau of Recreation is attempting to
Shif¢ SOme of its staffing patterns to part-time as opposed to
full*time staff, it needs to make sure that regardless of pay

Status, these jindividuals are trained in their particular
disciplines, Anyone can throw out a basketball, but not
everYOne can organize a league Or properly teach the skills.
ur Children cannot be shortchanged to save a few dollars in

the Short ryn,

The Baltimore city Department of Recreation and Parks
st make sure that Santayana's prophecy does not come true,
anq be condemned to repeat the same errors made in the past.
- is hoped that through examinations like this study and

e recreators can
OtherS recommended in this chapter, futur
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lea
rn fro
m the mi
Successes ) istakes described and take advant
. . ntage of
make recreation and parks services t .
s the best
that

t
hey can pe.
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EPILOGUE

BUREAU OF RECREATION SINCE 1988

When Dr. Ralph W.E. Jones, Jr. took control of the

Department of Recreation and Parks in March 1988, members of

the Bureau of Recreation felt that they finally had a frieng

N the Director's office. Not that Mr. Delaporte and the
Other directors weren't allies of the recreation Center staff

at times, but Dr. Jones came in with an urban recreation

background, and had taught many of the Bureau's employees in

his classes at the University of Baltimore - they finally felt

that the new Director was one of "them." Five months into his

ternm, Jones engineered the hiring of a Deputy Director,
SOmething that had been long opposed by the now-defunct Board
during Chris  Delaporte's

©f  Recreation and Parks
Administration (The Sunday Sun, August 14, 1988). The person

hireq for this job was Ralph V. Chase, former Assistant

Superintendent of Recreation and current Stadium Manager. The

"one-tyon punch on behalf of recreation seemed complete. The

Staff of the whole pepartment, but particularly of the Bureay
ard to the humanstic tenure of pr.

©f Recreation, looked forw
Jones,

One of Jones' first proposals, nine months into his
tenure, was to promote the idea of building six "supercentersgn
in the city, to replace many of the older, crumbling centers
that the pureau now operated, but could not possibly afford to
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His idea was to build

The Sun, December 19, 1988).

Maintain (
Comprehensive, state-of-the-art facilities, that would serve

aly Populations through a variety of leisure time activities.
The supercenter concept was not quite as well receivedq

as one would expect. Members of the City Council and budget
Officials questioned where the money would come from for the

COnstruction of these facilities, and community members were

anxious about the possible loss of their neighborhood centers,

In the same Sunpapers article, Dr. Jones indicated that the
exactly the reason for creating the

fiscaj crisis was
General Budget Fund

SUpercenters, since the city's
Appropriations could not afford to maintain or properly staff

the ninety-three centers that the Bureau now had.
In an effort to examine recreation and parks in an

Urban setting, Dr. Jones brought Yale University's School of
g i

Forestry and Environmental Studies' Urban Resources Initiative
This group of graduate students

Program to Baltimore.
developed comprehensive plans for the management of the City'g

large parks and their watershed areas, and provided urban
the recreation centers ang

forestry education programs for

their urban neighborhoods as Wl Ls
h by Dr. Jones did not get a

Many of the ideas put fort

suddenly,
ctor's position, Dr. Jones

on March 14, 1989, just

chance to move forward.

. ire
OvVer a year since assuming the Dir
March 15, 1989). The

i The Sun
died of a massive heart attack (The ’
"New Beginning" of the pepartment of Recreatlion and Parks and,
inning
187



more specifically, the Bureau of Recreation, had come to a
grinding halt.
Ralph chase assumed the operation of the Department of
Recreation and Parks upon Dr. Jones' death. Less than three
months later, the city Council expressed its displeasure over

the lack of movement in the consolidation of recreation

pPrograms and facilities as a money-saving measure (The Evening

Sun, June 12, 1989). Dpiscussion over the possibility of

closing down some of the Bureau's under-utilized or decaying
facilities ensued. Some efforts, including the

decentralization of the Division of Developmental Recreation,
were accomplished, and the program was, in part, absorbed by
other units within the Bureau of Recreation.

While the Department's total Fiscal Year 1990 budget
remained fairly stable at over $38 million, and the Bureau of
Recreation's budget at just over $12.8 million, costs were
increasing due to negotiated pay raises, as well as the costs
of operating all of the special facilities such as the ice
rinks, the rowing facility, the Baltimore Neighborhood

Recreational Facility (formerly Shake and Bake), the carrie

Murray Outdoor Education cCenter and the indoor soccer arena

(Department of Recreation and Parks Budget Books, 1990). No
additional staff yere hired to operate most of these new
facilities. Instead, personnel were pulled from existing

center operations to fjll these positions. There had been a
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hiring freeze in place for at least two years, and only

critical positions were being filled.

The one critical position that was filled was that of

the Director of the Department. On February 20, 1990, Marlyn

J. Perritt, formerly a top adminstrator in the Washington,

D.C. Recreation Department, became the first African-American

female Director of the Baltimore City Department of Recreation

and Parks. Most importantly, she was the first female

Director in the history of the Department. Just prior to her

appointment as Director, Robert P. Wade, former athletic

director in the Baltimore city Public Schools and basketball

coach at The University of Maryland, was named as the new

Superintendent of Recreation, following the retirement of

James E. Grant.
Once assuming her position, Perritt had to quickly grasp
the responsibility of downsizing the Department, as well as

consolidating the recreation services to meet the challenge of

dwindling resources. After a year of examining the functions

of the Department, her first moves were made in March 1991.
At that time, six upper level administrative positions were
abolished, including the position of Deputy Director, and the
responsibilities of those positions absorbed into other job
functions.

In an effort to develop a comprehensive planning

approach to its operation, the Department of Recreation and

Parks, along with Yale University's Urban Resources Initiative
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(one of the programs started by Ralph Jones) worked on the

D ; y
®Partment 1 g Strategic Plan for Action, which was unveiled at

the Nationa} Recreation and Park Association Congress in
This plan is being used as a

B g :
tinore in october 1991.
framework by which the Department is being consolidated and

Mage More responsive and efficient (Strategic Plan For Action,

October, 1991).
By the Summer of 1992, the Department had

SUCcessfully pulled out of all of 1its public housing

reCreation centers with the exception of one in the O'Donnell
and Girls' Clubs of America

feights community. The Boys'
Oved into most of these facilities to continue to operate

recreation programs (The Morning Sun, February 19, 1992). By
the Fall 1992 ten additional recreation centers were closed,
’

either to be turned over for alternate use by community groups

or . :
Other private providers.
From a programmatic standpoint, several new initiatives

N implemented during the early part of Marlyn J. Perritt's
one of these initiatives was the Youth
n

Co o .
ntlmllng tenure.

cotillion an opportunity for young ladies to formally "enter"
November 1, 1991). This

dult society (The Morning Sul,
he Bureau of Recreation to

TOgram, ang others, allowed t
! -
TOVide activities to bolster young people’s self-esteem, as

, typi f =
11 as provide positive alternatives to the typical anti
Additionally,

i n youth.
>Cial behaviors exhibited by many urban y ,
ty-wide basketball tournaments, as well as overnight camping
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ACtiviticae 4w 2 ; y .
Ctivities in city parks provided different experiences for

t ’
he Youth of Baltimore (1990 - 1992 Accomplishments Report to

Mayor, 199z,

In an effort to supplement the decreasing municipal

SUpport for recreation and parks services, Perritt also

developed a new grant-writing team whose purpose was to secure

3lternative sources of funding for recreation and parks

Programs. over $350,000 in Federal, State and private funds
had peen secured by the beginning of 1993 (Department of

Recreation and Parks Fiscal Year 1994 Budget Request, 1993).

As the Department of Recreation and Parks and the

Bureay of Recreation move toward the next century, the
Fealities of decreased governmental support ($11.4 million
Projecteq by Fiscal Year 1994 for the Bureau of Recreation),
less starr (281 full-time recreation employees by the end of
1993), anag fewer recreation centers (68 at the beginning of

1993) , force both the Bureau and the Department to look for

€W ways of providing services to the citizens of Baltimore
(Fiscal vear 1994 Budget Request, 1993). The challenge exists

for the Department to grasp py providing quality recreation
aining of existing stafrf,

And parks services through the tr
" facilities, enhancement of

moving on to new projects

. ; and
Maintenance of existin
eXiSting programs, with the hopes of

S the future takes hold.
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APPENDIX A
Bar
TIMORE CITY BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS (1940 - 1947)
BALTIMORE CITY BOARD OF PUBLIC RECREATION (1947)

Bar,
TIMORE CITY BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARKS (1947 - 19g3)
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BALTIMORE CITY PARK BOARD (1940

1947)

Frank H. Durkee
C. Markland Kelly
George M. Armor
Richard M. Baker
Alfred E. Cross

S. Lawrence Hammerman
Edward Kowzan

C. William Hicks

C.K. Straib

Anne W. Bunker

(1940
(1940
(1940
(1940
(1940
(1942
(1943
(1944
(1945
(1946

1945)
1943)
1947)
1942)
1943)
1947)
1947)
1944)
1947)
1947)

BALTIMORE CITY BOARD OF PUBLIC RECREATION (1947)

Robert Garrett
Donald Hooker

Mrs. Henry E. Corner
J. Marshall Boone
William H. McAbee
Abel Rosenburg
Robert Stinson

AND PARKS (1947 - 1988)

BALTIMORE CITY BOARD OF RECREATION

Robert Garrett

J. Marshall Boone

S. Lawrence Hammerman
Dr. Bernard Harris
Weston B. Scrimger

R. Wilburt Marsheck
Mrs. Howard W. Ford
Dr. J. Ben Robinson
George G. Shriver
Gerald S. Wise

James C. Anderson
James H. Gorges

Rev. Wilbur H. Waters

Mrs. William Rysanek, Sr.

J. Alvin Jones
Dr. Frank C. Marino

Irvin Kovens
Mrs. M. Richmond Farring

Paul K. Hampshire

Samuel Epstein
Charles H. Rosenbaum

Marshall W. Jones, Jr.
Samuel Hopkins
Joseph H. Rash

(1947
(1947
(1947
(1947
(1947
(1947
(1947
(1948
(1950
(1950
(1950
(1950
(1952
(1952
(1956
(1959
(1959
(1960
(1961
(1962
(1963
(1964
(1965
(1965
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1950)
1950)
1959)
1952)
1950)
1950)
1948)
1952)
1961)
1962)
1959)
1963)
1956)
1960)
1964)
1964)
1965)
1975)
1969)
1968)
1968)
1965)
1984)
1975)




g:if Robert L. Gill
b % D. Kaufman
- thman Ray, Jr-
Annzareno vVelleggia
ot F. Scheper
Cargir L. McCrea, Jr-
et yn O'Hara
- J. Goldberg
Loupon H. Weisand
Lou%s J. Grasmick
How1se A. Adler
Geoard Marshall
i rge L. Russell
chpael Hart

oris M. Johnson

(1965
(1968
(1968
(1969
(1972
(1975
(1976
(1976
(1978
(1979
(1980
(1981
(1982
(1984
(1985
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1972)

1978)
1982 and 1984 - 1988)

1975)
1988)
1981)
1980)
1988)
1988)
1988)
1984)
1985)
1984)
1988)
1988)



APPENDIX B
OF RECREATIO

DEPARTMENT g

BALTIMORE CITY
(194

DIRECTORS et S

AND

ry BUREAU o
(1947 - 1

F RECREATION

BALTIMORE CI
[NTENDENTS

988)

SUPER
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Director of
' ntendent of
hill) and a General

NOTE: .
: Pprior to the merger in 1947, there was no
there was a superi

Re C o
reation and Parks: Tnstead,

P :
ublic Recreation

S :
uﬁgiilntendent of Par Lo
1946, when he retired, and the PoS
d to pirector ©

Su .
angealntendent of Parks was change
. Brooke Maxwell was named to that position.

callow

(Harold S.
Nichols): .Nichols served
ition of General

£ Parks

1947 = 1988

DI
RECTORS OF RECREATION AND PARKS

R. Brooke Maxwell (1947 ~ 1959)
Charles A. Hook (1960 ~ 1965)
Douglas S. Tawney (1965 - 1982)
Larry Rose (Acting) (1982 ~ 1983)
Chris T. Delaporte (1983 ~ 1987)
James E. Grant (acting) (1987 ~ 1988)
Dr. Ralph W.E. Jones: J%° (1988 - 1989
SUPERINTENDENTS OF RECREATION 1947 = 1988
Harold s. Callowhill (1947 ~ 1965)
John G. wWilliams (1965 ~ 1969)
Alfred L. cottrill (1969 ~ 1981)
(1981 ~ 1988)

James E. Grant
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CREATION AND PARKS

BALTIMORE CITY DEPARTMENT OF RE
BUREAU OF RECREATION ANNUAL BUDGETS
(1940 ~ 1988)

197




ttle information

1s budgets. At
u of Parks'

ation might receive
the change as 1947

ere was 14

of public Recreation
on the Burea

N . i :
NOTE: until the merger im 1947, th

a .

b::tlabIe on the Bureau .

budge information Wwas available

a get, of which the Bureau of publicC Recre
portion. You will se€ the evidence of

grew closer.

LEAR SUDGETED AMOUNT
1940 s 2,000,000 (PARKS)
1941 3 2,151,510 (PARKS)

$ 216,477 (RECREATION)
1942 s 2,464,262 (PARKS)
1945 g 341,224 (RECREATION)
1946 g 448,745 (RECREATION)
1947 $ 473,866 (RECREATION)
1948 $ 715,383 (RECREATION)
1949 $ 795,968 (RECREATION)
1950 g 568,476 (RECREATION)
1952 $ 768,975 (RECREATION)
1953 $ 877,890 (RECREATION)
1954 s 924,128 (RECREATION)
1955 $ 931,135 (RECREATION)
1956 $ 1,018,877 (RECREATION)
1957 $ 1,059,633 (RECREATION)
1958 $ 1,308,224 (RECREATION)
1959 $ 1,310,645 (RECREATION)
1960 $ 1,338,387 (RECREATION)
1961 $ 1,417,652 (RECREATION)
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1962
1963
1964
1965

1966

1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
198>
1983
1984
1985

1986

(FISCAL 1966~

2ND HALF)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)
(FISCAL)

(FISCAL)

B3
wv u» v AN

v N
v A
v N
U
©r v »vr O N N N
v
0
v N

199

1,571,798
1,620,190
1,857,518
2,019,625

1,103,235

2,411,528
3,609,741
3,832,221
4,568,428
5,400,000
6,390,503
6,192,345
7,092,288
7,582,929
8,5641878

7,1341917

10,520,422

9’593,700

9,719,104
10,102,760
10,505,068
10,076:357
10,742,033
11,016,80°

9,600,772

(RECREATION)

(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)

(RECREATION)

(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)
(RECREATION)

(RECREATION)




1987 (F1scar) $ 12,371,287 (RECREATION)
1988 (Frscar) $ 12,560,000 (RECREATION)

1989 (Frscar) $ 12,480,000 (RECREATION)
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APPENDIX D

BALTIMORE CITY BUREAU OF RECREATION

RECREATION CENTERS, PLAYGROUNDS AND PLAYFIELDS
(1940 - 1988)
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19
1940 - 4 facilities
40 4 facilities

Carroll Mansion Recreati
garroll pPark pavilion
Satterson park Casino

outh Baltimore Recreation center

l2————_______________’______,_,1g,__,,,
50 - 18 facilities + 35 Pla rounds

. Armistead Gardens Recreation center

Brooklyn Recreation center
Canton Recreation center
carroll Mansion Recrea i
carroll Park pavilion
Hamilton Recreation center

Hollins Recreation center
. Latrobe Homes Recreation center

. Lions Club Recreation center
ion center

ig' Mt. Royal recreatic
12' Patterson par sino
13' public School #230 .
14- North Baltimore Kiwanl$s park P
15 Recreation Pier .

16. Roosevelt park Recreatlo
17 . Schenley playfield ; t
18. South Baltimore RecY ation center

. W.S. Cahill ReC

1960 - 42 communit centers * 23 pla rounds

reation
i center
ion center

on center

B W N =

VOO d WN

. Brooklyn RecC
) ganton Recreation s
’ arver-Easterwoo ecreat]
. Cherry Hill HomeSs Recreatlon center
Cherry Hill Recred n -
C nter

Chick Webb Memor 12 -
Claremont Homes Reereatloter
Curtis Bay recreatiol cen -~ center
Elmer HenderSOn re:tion e r

es ecre i
E Fannie cc.1 g:?bour e Hg:?s -
13, Flag Housé Recrea.lo CeEer
14, Fort View Recreatlon-cencenter
15. Gilmor HomeS recrea®s genter
1 .  Greenmount Recreat10P center
el i Falls R reatio®

. Hamilton Recred
202
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on center

10. Fairfiel



creation center

]
8. Hazelwood Re
n Center

19 s
Py EOI}lns Recreatio
osiah Diggs Recreation center

214

22 Lafayette Ccourts Recreation center

. Latrobe Homes Recreation center
eation center

23
. Latrobe Park Recr
tion center

24 "
25" Leith walk Recrea
. Lexington street Recreation
i center

center

2 :
23' ;10ns club Recreation
28 ary E. Rodman Recreation center
. McCulloh Homes Recreation center
enter

§g° Mount Royal Recr

31° N?rthwood Recreation center

32“ O0'Donnell Heights Recreation center

33- Pattgrson Park

34° Perkins Homes

38 P.S. #101 Recreation center

36. Recreation Pier _

37~ Roosevelt Park Recreatlo

. Rutland Recreation center

ion center

n center

gg» Somerset Recreat -
40" South Baltimore Recreaylon center
41' Westport Homes Recreation center
. W.S. cahill Recreation center
center

4
2. Yorkwood Recreation

1970 - 98 communit centers + 44 Pla rounds
on Center

Alexander Hamilton Recreati
Ambrose Kennedy Playground
Armistead Recreation center
Arundel Recreation center
Baybrook Recrea jon center
Bentalou Recreation center
Bocek playfield
Brooklyn RecT center
Cahill Recreatlo
canton Recrea ion center
carroll Park Recreation ce
carter Woodson ecreation center
i gecil Reqreation ecieatlo

herry Hill Homes Recreation center

15. chick Webb Memorld
eation center

CONGOU D WN P

ol el el
WO

ig- claremont Recr .
. Cloverdale playgroyl
18. cColdstreanm ReCl”eation C?ntegenter
19. Crispus Attucks Rrecre? lo::ler
33' curtis Bay recreatiol g
o D ield
ewees Playfil€ Recreation center
tion center

52' Easterwood par :
3. Edgecombé circle Recre
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24.
25
26,
27«
28.
29.
30.
31.
324
33.
34.
35.
36,
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47 .
48.
49.
50,
51.
52.
530
54.
55.
56.
57 «
58 .
59..
60.
61.
62.
63.
64,
65.
66.
67,
68.
69.
70
i fe
12
735
74.
75.

Elmley Playground

Elmer Henderson Recreation Center
Fairfield Homes Recreation Center
Fannie L. Barbour Recreation Center
Flag House Recreation Center

Fort View Recreation Center

Fort Worthington Recreation Center
Franklin Square Recreation Center
Fred B. Leidig Recreation Center
Furley Recreation Center
Gardenville Recreation Center
Gilmor Homes Recreation Center
Greenmount Recreation Center

Grove Park Recreation Center
Guilford Recreation Center

Gwynns Falls Recreation Center
Hamilton Recreation Center

Hanlon Recreation cCenter

Harlem Park Recreation Center
Herring Run Recreation Center
Hilton Recreation Center

Howard Park Recreation Center
Irvington Recreation Center

Irvin M. Luckman Memorial Playground
James McHenry Recreation Center
John Booth Recreation Center

John Eager Howard Recreation Center
Johnston Square Recreation Center
Joseph Lee Playfield

Lafayette Courts Recreation Center
Lakeland Recreation Center

Latrobe Homes Recreation Center
Leith Walk Recreation Center
Lexington Terrace Recreation Center
Liberty Recreation Center

Lions Club Recreation Center
Locust Point Recreation Center
Lyndhurst Playground

McCulloh Homes Recreation Center
Madison Square Recreation Center
Martin Luther King Recreation Center
Mary E. Rodman Playground

Medfield Heights Recreation Center
Morrell Park Playground

Mount Royal Recreation Center
Mount Winans Recreation Center
Murphy Homes Recreation center
North Harford Playfield

Northwood Recreation center
O'Donnell Heights Recreation Center
Patapsco Recreation Center
Patterson Park Playground
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76.
7
78.
79.
80.
81.
82,
83.
84,
85.
86.
87 «
88.
89,
90,
91.
92.
93,
94,
95,
96.
97.
98.

1980 -

mes Recreation center

Perkins Ho
ground

Queensberry Playd
Radecke Playfiel

Ralph J. YOan ion center
Recreation Pier ;
Riverside Park Playgrr.
Rognel Heights Recreation center
Roosevelt Park
Rutland Recreati
Sharp Street Playground
Somerset Courts Recreatl
South Baltimore Recreation e
Steuart Hill Recreation cente

Towanda Playfield .
Violetville Recreatlon center
Waverly Recreation
Webster M. KendricC :
Westport HO eation center
Wilbur Waters P
Wilkins Playgroun
William H. McAbee Playg;?und
Winston Recreation Cennter
Woodhome Recreatlon Ce

nds
: ers pPla rou
t cent ounds

. . ®

CONOU A WN
Ll

e e b e i
UG WNEFO
. & & ® s i

16,
17,
18.
19,
20.
21,

120 Communi
+ 22 Summer-onl playdr

Al der Hamilton R
Seengesag y Playground
center

Ambrose Kenned ks
Ann Street recreatl Center
Bentalou Recrez
Bocek Playfiel \
n
Brehms Lane ecrgatlgenter
Brooklyn Recreatlontio
c.c. Jackson R?cregenter
Cahill Recread ign
canton Playflé; ter
canton Recreatl n ce? jon center
carroll B CO0E Recr?zn enter
carroll Park Recredt ¥ on cente”
carter Woodson ReCFﬁﬁ center
Carter Yok Recreatiol yjon cemtor
Central Rosemorn tic
. aquad ¢ er
g}r:erry g}ii HomeS Rgcreatlon Cerlt
erry Hl1
Cherry Hill
Chick Web
claremont ReC



4.
155
76.
77
78.
79,
80.
81.
82,
83,
84,
85,
86.
87.
88,
89,
90.
91.
92,
93.
94,
95,
96,
97.
98.
99,
100,
101.
102,
103,
104,
105,
106,
107.
108,
109,
110.
111,
112 .
113,
114,
115,
1lie.
117 .
118,
119,
120,

nt Recreation center

round
Recreation center

King Recreation center
n Recreation center

creation center
tion center

nter

Locust Poi
Lyndhurst Playd
Madison Square
Martin Luther
Mary E. Rodma
Mcculloh Homes Re
Medfield Heights
Mora Crossman Recreation ce
Morrell Park Recreation
Mount Royal Recr '
Mount Winans Recreation center
Mullan Recreati er
Murphy Homes Recreation center
North Harford playfie
Northwood Recr . on Center
0'Donnell Heights i
parkview Recreati
Patapsco Recrea
Patterson Park
Perkins Homes

Radecke Playfield |
Ralph J. Yound Recreation

Recreation Pier Rrecreatl
Robert C. Marshall Recread
Rognel Heights recreation center
Roosevelt Park Recreation center
Rosemont Recreation center

Rutland Recreation center
Samuel F.B. Morseée Recreat
Schenley Road Recr

Sharp street playgroun
rts Recr ation center
jon center

tion C
Recreatlon
Recreation

ion center

Somerset Cou
South Baltimore =
Steuart Hill Re reation n ei
Tench Tilghman recreati® center
Towanda Recreati cent
Variety Club Re eatio center
Violetville Recre tion ?nter -
Walter P. carter Recre jon cen

i center

ion center

Waverly Recreatlo
Webster M. Kendrick Re?reaCenter
Westport Homes recreatiol
Wilbur Waters Plazi'qroun

Wilkens playgroul

William H. McAbee laYgro?“d
Woodhome Recreéd jon cente
Wyman Park Multi'Purpos
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APPENDIX E
BALTIMORE CITY BUREAU OF RECREATION
PERSONNEL STATISTICS

(1940 - 1988)
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NOTE. . . ca
—TE: P?Sltions described below are full-time positions

hired for work in recreation centers and programs.
The part-time positions in the Bureau of Recreation
Were funded by a variety of sources (Fe@eral, State,
Local Government Funds and privately raised funds
from volunteer groups. These part-time positions
Were difficult, if not impossible, to track on a
City-wide basis.

Recreation Workers Employed Year-Round

Recreation Workers Employed Full-Time

Recreation workers Employed Full-Time

Recreation Workers Employed Full-Time

Recreation Workers Employed Full-Time
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APPENDIX F

B
ALTIMORE CITY BUREAU OF RECREATION PROGRAM TRENDS
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indi ive of the basic
isted below are lnglﬁgg;eation he b
Y i c
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NOTE: This interview was conducted by this researcher (C.P.),
Barry Kessler (B.K.), a curator with the Baltimore City Life
Museums, and Vicki Houck (V.H.), an undergraduate student at
the University of Maryland on November 11, 1988.

Miss Godwin passed away in 1992.

B.K. - Why don't you tell us how you came to Baltimore and how

you got started in recreation?

H.G. - Well Robert Garrett had formed the Children's
Playground Association and there was a woman named Margaret
Haydock who was the head of it. Then he got interested - 1

think he was a javelin thrower, but I'm not sure, in the

Olympics. And he was interested in athletics and he decided

to form the Playground Athletic League. They added athletic

to it and they merged, I don't know the excat date of the

merger, maybe I have it here somewhere...

B.K. - 1922... don't worry about it - don't worry about

dates...they merged in 1922... I really don't care what the

date is, I want to know what you remember about it.
H.G. - Well, the PAL at that time had two departments - a
white and a black - this was ahead of 1940 when the

legislature established the Bureau of Recreation, and I of

course, was in the white department, but the lady who was in

charge of athletics for the PAL was named Mora Crossman, and

she had been a Sargeant graduate , so, for some reason or

other, she evidently felt that I could help her, so she made

me her assistant, and as that, I had charge of the night

centers for the Negroes. I had to run them in all the school
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by .
Ulldlngs, you know, the open nights centers - are you

AMiliar with that? And they had colored teachers, so I haq
this beVy of black ones working for me, and I had a wonderful
time, We had a demonstration, where they learned the things
that they had in their night centers in the Richmond Market
rmory Upstairs, and you have never seen anything like it. We
ad aboyt Six hundred people in it, and they were doing the

Irish Lilt, and everybody was on a different foot, with a

different time, but everybody was 1in rhythm...it ywas
fantastlc' I hadn't seen anything like that in dance classes
before

r ‘but anyway, that was the colored. And then they
established a Colored Division, so then they got their own
SuperViSors, and T was relieved of the responsibility - I hag
about thirty colored centers in different  school
buildings...and they ran athletic programs and dance,
exercises, similar to the aerobics of today. And then, from
that time on, I got interested in the activities of the par,.
Wely, that went on until the Bureau of Recreation was created
in 1940 by the legislature and then, of course, the PAL was
Wipeq out... it all became the City Bureau of Recreation. And
all of ys who were with the Department got fairly good jobs at
the time. We were made supervisors, you see, and Miss
s in previous years, she was the

CroSSman, who was my bos

had a leader of
DireCtor of Girls' Activities...- then they

, Williams, ahe!
Children's Activities, who was Miss Pearl ’ e's

i ini n T 1
Stil; living, she works with virginia Baker down at Fell's
’
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Point, Maybe you know about Fells' Point - we were down there
yesterday. *++ We used to have a wonderful time at the
Recreation Pier, you know, it's is the water, and the boys,
You know, they'd be playing volleyball, kickball, or something

ike that - handball - and the ball would go over - we had a
long Pole, that was this great big long thing, doubled up, and
they'd fight for who got to fish the ball out of the water so

t
hey Could continue the game. We had more fun down at that

§<KLLQLEL - Let's get back to talking about how the PAL king

Of went out and they created the Bureau of Recreation... what
¥®ally happened in that?
=G, - 1¢ grew - under the PAL, and the staff we had, we had
Aboyt five district supervisors, and when we became City,
there Were a lot of buildings that were given over to us,
There wWas 1010 Light Street, which was called South Baltimore
Recreation Center, and then we had one down at Carroll Mansion
T that yag one of my pets.... they gave us that building, and
It oy very interesting, Carroll Mansion, right across the
Street from a casket factory, and we got all kinds of things
to put things in, these empty caskets and such... and, of
Course, the D'Alesandros, of course, were down there, and that
Wag their interest, and that was Whét gave the impetus for
9etting something through the Legislature... D'Alesandro,

really, and that was his neighborhood,

'cause he was mayor,

his Little rItaly, and all the kids were little Italians
’/
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n' 5
round down there, and then, in addition to that, they

gaVe
us p
atterson Park Pavilion, Carroll Park Pavilion, you

see'

be}
Onged to the city. We had South Baltimore, we had
OSeVel
Bass t Recreation Center, and Patterson, and there was one
11t o ‘
a ; : .
lled Joseph Lee, I think that is still in operation...

the
re o
N East Monument somewhere... we had one at Fairfield.

We
hag
» I guess, about ten or twelve of what we called

COmm .
un G b .
1ty centers, and while we were building in the City,

othe
rs yw, ; —_
€re building in the counties, but their interests were

diff
e :
Fent. yoyu see, they were working with all of these

Volu
n
teers - you had a couple of children, so you wanted to

get t .
hem jn 5 league somewhere, and all of those county units

t up, while Baltimore was building up its City program.

Ang
then in 1940, they decided they would incorporate it under

e ; y :
9°Vernment - whether Garrett gave up pushing money into it

°F not b cit
so when we became City, they

» but there was a reason...

Aivy .
ldeq Up these community centers, and I got Lions' Club down

On w . ) .
ashington Boulevard - that building was given to us, South

Bajt; , .
ltlIHOre Recreation Center, carroll Mansion, and Cahill part

of .
the tipe - have you ever heard of Cahill?... and you see in

th
Ose dGYS, opular, they were very popular

jitterbug was very P

thdoor recreation in full swing- But then, you see B
w
hen e had a white department and the colored department. We

haq them 4t Montebello - I ran 2 dance at Clifton and
n

ontebe110 - Clifton's Union High and Montebello and Cahill.

B.x
e b Were those the white dances?
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H.G. - These were the white dances, and we had mobs of
jitterbugs - and we had a group that would go to each one. On
a different night, you'd see the same kids - they went all
over the city for these jitterbug dances. Well, that worked
all right, until the colored department merged with the white,
and then we had to cut the dances, we couldn't have then. You

see, you can't take a crowd that's all Negro and bring them

into a crowd that's all white and expect them to dance

together - not immediately. You had to work into the
neighborhood. So, our dance program fell apart.

B.K. - Why did you start those dances?

H.G. — Why did we start them?

Well, the reason was, when they

would come to the community center, the community center
building would be divided into certain areas, and they'd have
a large area, which would either serve as a gym or a dance
floor - we could put tables up and have games parties - which
we did, or club meetings, you'd have different clubs - we
developed personality clubs and different groups - well they
all wanted to get together, so you had a weekly dance. South
Baltimore had a dance on a certain night, and we tried to

space them around, and that's why some of the same kids would

sometimes apprear at the same dances. Did you ever learn to

jitterbug?
B.K. - Sure... we did that in high school.
H.G. - It was very popular - we had records - we had a record

machine, so we employed a girl to play the records, and then
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I was the hostess, and Henry was at the door, keeping the

You had a dance card, and your dance card

roughnecks out.

would admit you to any dance anywhere in the city. and so,

when the war came along, I was loaned to the government, and
I ran a swing-shift dance over on Monument Street at the YMHA

- and from two in the morning until four, I got everybody who

had just gotten off of swing shift - all the women, all

these. ..

C.P. - Rosie the Riveters?.
Oh, boy, we had

H.G. - That's right, and all these hardnecks.

a time over there. And we had that a couple of nights a week

= then I'd go home and sleep and go back to work the next day.
But, dancing was popular until they merged the two

departments. And then the Negroes put up their own dances -

I never went to any of them, so I can't tell you what they

were - I'm sure they were the same as what the whites did.

C.P. - Around when did they merge - was it around the 50's?

H.G. - 1940... they created the Department of Recreation in

1940.
C.P. - And they merged both the black group and the white

group together in 19407?

H.G. - They did.
C.P. - I was under the impression that it happened later.

no. But, I worked for the Negroes when I was on the

H.G. - No,
I opened

PAL rolls - we had a separate department then and,
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the Night centers and the demonstration up at the Woodsman

Market Hall - Q4iaq you ever hear of the Sun Meet... the Evening

Sun Meet at the Armory?
c.p

——== = Track and Field?
B, - Yeah. That was an indoor meet with outdoor events.

And ye always had about eight thousand kids in that...white

and bjlack. My job at that meet was not to runa volleyball
tournament - it was to worry about eight thousand coats ang
Shoes and hats... So the bottom floor of the Armory was

Felegateq to Hope, and I had to get all of these kids to work
’

for me. if you came with a certain age group, a certain

Section of the floor was divided for your use since it was
Your age group and you took off your outside coat and put it
1N a bag and overshoes - it was always in the winter, and they
Wore too much - and put on your gym clothes. And then, you
went Upstairs to participate in the athletic events. So, T
don't know much about the athletic events, 'cause I never saw

t clothes and everything
anything but coats and boots...los

else But, that was quite an experience, to organize all
- u 7 a

those pa they'd line 'em Uup in bags, and they had numbers
gs - the

T You got a check, and when you came back , you gave a check
7

and yoy p d that the coat was back there that would match
ope

the kid. But that was the Evening Sun Meet, and the newspaper
. u

for that. And,
Paig Por ‘all of bhe medals and the awards

. . ) all of my checkers that I had, too.
‘Ncidently, they paid for

S b
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B.K. - I want to show you this picture and see what you can

tell me about it. You recognize that gentleman, don't you?

The man on the swing?... it's not too clear - it's supposed to

pe Harold Callowhill.

H.G. - Harold and I never got along...(TAPE TURNED OFF) .« «
Well, now, we've gotten to the point where the Department had
been created and it was during the war years, we loaned people
to help out with the war effort...for the swing shift, and as

I said, I worked those dances at the YMHA, which was on

Monument Street - I don't know if it is still there or not...

the Young Men's Hebrew Association. I think it was in the

block right off of Howard and Eutaw - I don't know if it's

still there or not... Baltimore has changed so.

B.K. - I want to know when you went into the Pimlico school,
were you supervising the activities, or did you have other
supervisors underneath you or...

H.G. - No, we had what we called night centers in all of the

school buildings - Wwherever there was an interest, or we
thought we could get interest, we publicized it, and then we
would send a professional there, like for a couple of years,
I worked in all of these different nights centers, and we had
one over at Roosevelt - the school building there at Falls

Road - #55, I think it was called.

C.P. - Robert Poole Elementary....

H.G. - Ropert Poole, yeah.

And then those night centers, we

got leagues going - basketball leagues in the spring and then
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they began the same kids again through baseball and then we

haq, well, we got a deal with the Lion's Club and the

Kiwanis. ., they gave the money and we ran these Little

LeagueS, and that's when we had the troubles, ‘'cause the

Parents were not reasonable at first..

B:K. - What about girls' athletics? What did you do?

H.g,

= In these State Meets, you see, they had set programs
for the...everybody did the same thing - white or Negro - ang

then you got winners, and the Negroes had a meet at the

Stadium and the whites had a meet - that was when it was sti]]

PAL. They had volleyball teams for the girls, and they hagd

leagues where they had teams from down Aberdeen, Elkton... in
fielq ball - girls played field ball and boys played soccer.

They haqg the team games, too. And in individual events, they
hag the different races, different distances; jumps -
different distances, like the hop, step, jump; and throws,

like throwing the ball so far - Wwe would divide it into

bronze, silver and gold.

B.k. - 1 actually have a picture of the girls playing

Pasketbal1i. .,

ﬂ;gi =~ Well, they had that in the winter. Iwas up one winter
it's a town that God forgot - and we had our

1n Lanconing. ..
perland and I used to referee girjlg:

headquarters in Ccum

basketba11l., T was a nationall
AlSO a hock y umpj_re -, T did that for the PAL. The private
e

1 up the PAL and ask if you

y rated basketball officiaj,

SChools in Baltimore would cal
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could send a hockey referee out for the girls' leagues. And

then, every fall, we went up to Philadelphia, and they would

have a tournament for the players up there.

What did you think about the difference of working for
I just

B.Ks =

the PAL and working for the Bureau of Recreation?

wonder, what was the difference?
H.G. - It was very different, because politics entered into

it, you see. With the PAL, we had Robert Garrett - he was an

old man, and he was a sympathetic man, and that was his baby -
he put his money into it and he would follow through. And he
had influential friends - he ran the Robert John Garrett
Company - and he had money - Evergreen was John's and the

It was a different

other, Robert, was across the street.

environment - we had Board meetings, but they were up at the

because we were the Recreation, Parks and

Parks, you see,
Music - and it was all under one Board, and it was a political
thing - it was a lot different in operation. And, then, when

Callowhill died, and they got a new Superintendent, and he was

a drunk, he was terrible...
B.K. - I wonder if you could give us an example of the Bureau

of Recreation in the 40's - how its was working - what the

political structure was...
it was working very good. Now, they had a Park

H.G. - Well,
who were primarily men and who were interested in

Board,

parks. But, we had a representative on there, so we made out
We were all

all right and they established fair salaries.
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9iven the Opportunity to pay into the pension system for the

Years we had worked for the PAL by paying an increased amount,
Which was good and they called it prior service...and it was

Fun by the Board and callowhill was a hard worker, for all of

his faults, he really was, and he got around and people liked

him, We had about twenty community center directors - al] of

then Were in charge of a building. Then over the community

Center Qdirectors were the supervisors...now I had cCahill,
becayge they had trouble there - anything that was messed up,
they Would seem to throw at me, whether it was in a different
territory or not. Now, at the Lions' Club, and, part of the

time I hag Roosevelt, now they've had a lot of trouble with
the Pool over there, and South Baltimore Recreation Center.
So, we took over these recreation centers, and put a director
in there, ang she was a step higher, of course, than the
leaders, and then she, if she didn't have the proper
facilities there, like South Baltimore was an old church, so

it wasn't a gym program, but it was under the director of the

Center. 5o the community centers made good time - we even haq
°Ne out at Leith Walk, out in Northwood, and we had one at
Everywhere I had a director, and they all ran

Woodbourne,
Programs andg we had an interaction tournament - baseball,

S°ftba11 basketball - but no dances, because the colored hagqg
They had dance programs, where

€Ome in - we couldn't do that.

they taught dancing, but not social dancing - aerobics, anq
’

Then they put out a bulletin, I'm sorry

that kind of stuff.
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that 1 don't have a copy of their schedule of activities, youy

Shoulq pe able to get one...

QLK* =~ My question is, you were supervising the centers, were
You aiso involved with the playgrounds and with the community

Pools and the goif...
For the summer, you had a swimming program, and the

H.g, -
different centers were taken by bus to the swimming pool, ang

they Competed in... of course, in the old days we had the Sun
we ran those in different pools.

Meets, the swimming meets. ..
But then we used Hamilton Rec. when it was built, that was one
°f my baliwigs, 'cause there was no gym in Hamilton - ye
OPeneq ip an old bowling alley, and the Lions' Club in

Hamilton paiq the bill for the rent, and then they built -

that wWas the first recreation center that was built on schoo]
That did well - they hagq

drounds - the puilding out there.

a beautiful craft shop, two kilns, and then we had dances
And the

there 'til they merged with the colored, you see.

dance floor is built for roller skating, so they own a roller
They had crafts rooms, they had bowling alleys

skating rink.
And the director would gauge her program by

€Verything.
What facilities she had available = and school buildings were
Useq, for gyms and things. And what else did we have - every
“enter haqg a full program, because if it wasn't there, it was
in A school building somewhere near, and by paying the

Janitor g time, we could utilize it.
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B.x. - Tell me more about the activities in the parks... dig
You run activities in the parks?
Clifton Park haq

He. - Every field house had a director.

Ear) Regal - he ran it... you know where the swimming pool jg

in Clifton. .. across the street was a little field... the

SPorts leagues were different from the programs that the

CeNters ran, because it was a contract thing, and the boys who

participated in the leagues had to come in under contract with

2 physical and everything and they were organized and they hag
And

Speciaj trophies from Municipal Sports, it was called.
they yere mostly the older people - you got the fathers who

Came in on it then, they used to play, so they got in op

Municipal Sports.
B:K. - Where did they play?
We had diamonds that we

He. - They played in the parks.
ObPerateq - Clifton Park, we had a dance in the mansion house,

ANd we utjiljized the tennis courts, and we had an archery range

there well, they had everything, they used everything
L ’

through their central recreation and the Bureau of Parks. apq

then ye had music - we had concerts in the bandshells, through

s Cooperation of the Music Department - so, it was a gooq

. s got in on it - ang th
if they had left them alone, they would

SPoiled it. Because,
have - g know, we had some Negroes in things, we have
rged, you '
NegrOes here, and they merge, put when they try to force it,
’ aAnd you couldn't just socialize, you

then j¢ just doesn't go-
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dropped your social activities. We had teenage clubs - : 3

don'¢ know how many marriages may have resulted from those

kids Coming to those club meetings, but I'm sure a lot of then
dig. We didn't have any trouble with pregnancies in those
days = I don't know whether they were more sophisticated or

What - things didn't usually go that far...

Did you have any problems with alcohol or...?

C.p, -
§<§; ~ Once in a while there'd be a problem, usually with our
director_

little more about the

Q*KL = I wanted to ask you a

integration, bacuase you said there was a little bijt

happening, but then...
= You see, under the PAL, when they got Garrett in on jt
’

H.g.
Ad we got the Playground Athletic League, while we hag

primarily a white staff, and the whites were in charge of a13

Oof the colored, like I had all of the night centers and gyms,
’

and they ran leagues. Now, they had a man named C.C. Jackson,
Who was a Negro - he was a nice guy, he was a good friend of

Mine, He came from springfield College with a Physical ed.
degree, so they respected him. He was a supervisor, so yoy

8%e, there wag wn edging in of the blacks into the structure
°f control - way back, before they got the law in 1940 -

thatvs when the City created the Bureau of Recreation, Parks
.+ was hard when you merged, bacuase
i

erybody moved to the counties - there

s that wanted to 1lijive in

and Music... put

Baltimore changed. . .eVv

one
Yas an exodus - except for the
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apartments. But the suburbs took over, all around, but

Baltimore, we have Mt. Pleasant, where they built the skating

rink...but all the counties...
Is there any way to summarize what you think the

B:iKs=

benefits of the recreation program were to the City, back in

the 30's or 40's?

H.G. - I think that if I were to say anything, I would say

that the emergence of the Negro organization came too late.

It should have been earlier - it should have been done by the

PAL, then, when they got the two departments, they would have

And they had a man, a man in

had more power, and more money.

the Negro Division named Theodore Brown - he was good, he was

a nice man, I don't know whatever became of him. And then

Jennifer - he left us to take over the Civic Center when they

developed that - we had him as a supervisor in the ZNegro

They were good, but you see, they were only aping

department.
- that's what they

the whites - whatever the whites had

wanted.
B.K. - Why do you think that they didn't develop something on

their own?

H.G. - I don't think the PAL Board was up to that.
friends who were

.. they were

a group of politicians of Garrett's
to run it, and they had to have

contributing money, you see,

finances, you see, they didn't get it from the City - they
didn't get anything from the City until it became a

Department.
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I don't know whether you told us why vyou left

B.x. -
as an

H:g, - Callowhill died, and there was a job open,

assiStant Superintendent, I don't know what they were doing

aboyt that, three of us walked out and went o the schools. .
then they filled the jobs, not with whites, but with coloreds.

Ang ney, in the Bureau of Recreation, you have mostly coloreds.

B.x. - Somebody told me that you had the original idea for

having the dances in recreation - is that true?
I never had

ﬂiﬁ; = True, I started the dances all over, yea.
a coloreq dance, though... I had the colored night Centers,

but 1 don't think they ever had a dance persay that was Negro

=X Juess they weren't up to that, yet. Do they have thenm now

= Negro dances?...
B.K., - 1et me ask you this - did the dances cost money... or
Were they free?

All you had to have was a membership

E*QL =~ They were free.
Card ang you had to behave - or else they took your card away.

The card was good anywhere - you could go to any dance...
; sored the dances - that
B.k. - Would you say that the City spon

theY Cost money to the program?
- I don't think they cost much, because they had me on

H.g.
t - he was the equipment man
Salary, and Henry - he was the hos

from the basement, and then we had to pay a girl for the
’

records which was probably a dollar or something an hour. So

You gee they didn't cost anything, and the Coca-Cola Company
’
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was always willing to put in a machine. We had a very good

woman in the financial office - her name was Marie Graffee -

she got married later on, her name became MacNamara - she was

a genius - she could account for every penny. Hamilton made

a lot of money - they charged for things, and we had a safe

that was built into the building. They had a report they

brought in every week - a financial report, and she checked
those reports, and nobody got away with anything. She was
good... and when she left, they got other people, including

Negroes, in the Financial Office - the money went... ang

Hamilton lost a lot of money - they usually charged for their

craft supplies... and there was a lot of scandal....
B.K. - There was one last person I wanted to ask you about ang

that was William Burdick.
- He's the one who started the playgrounds. He came here

H.G.

from Newport, Rhode Island, and he was a doctor, ang he

believed in children's play, so he started the Playground

Association. I don't know how he got to Garrett, but he dig -

got his money working and then it was Garrettt who got the

Athletics in on it - but Burdick was the one who started the

playgrounds.
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INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPT - JAMES E. GRANT
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NOTE: This interview was conducted by this researcher on

October 8, 1992. James E. Grant retired from his position as
Superintendent of Recreation in 1989.

C.J. - When did you start working for the Bureau of
Recreation?

J.G. - December 12, 1955.

C.J. - Wow, when you came in, the Department had only been

desegregated for about how long?

J.G. - Well, the law had passed, but I don't think that there
had been any integration at that time. It did begin to happen
shortly therafter.

C.J. - I think, in the Board Minutes - I've been down at the
Archives for what seems like half of my life, it was 1like
November of 1955, when the Board said that there would be no
more segregation in Recreation and Parks. Now, saying that
and it actually being so, I'm sure were two different things.
J.G. - That's true. I really don't remember the incidents
surrounding that decision - that had occurred about a month
before I got there. When I came in, everything was still in
place - those folks who were black were still servicing the
youngsters and adults that they had previously served.

C.J. - Were there still two separate divisions? Was there a
Colored Division and a White Division?

J.G. - Yes, yes. Well, maybe not, in theory. In actuality, yes
they were. At that time, the person who was working under the

Superintendent was the Senior Supervisor - there were two such
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e —

Persons - Mora crossman was in charge of all of the programs,

I think.
€C.J. - Centers ang playgrounds?
J.G. - Yes, ang Theodore Brown, I guess more Or less aesisted

her and was in charge of the black centers and staff.

= Where dig you start at?
and the

C.J.
My first assignment was Lafayette Courts,

J.G, =
position that became available that I was assigned to came

about because they had opened another center, School #101, and
the person who was working there at Lafayette Courts had been

bromoted to the director there, and I went into Lafayette
Courts as the leader. I worked at Lafayette Courts from the

time that I was hired until February (1956), Wwhen I was

transferred to Alexander Hamilton, School #145 -they had
You want me to walk

opened up a new center in that school.
right through my career?

C.J. - 0Oh, sure!
= Down in South Baltimore, at the Lions' Club Center,

J.G.
where there was ; heavy concentration of black families

living, the youngsters there were beginning to go into that
building, and the administrators felt that they needed to have

a black person in there, and I was assigned to go into Lions'

Prior to my going to Lions' Club, I was sent to Mount

Club.
and Mr. Halm was

Royal Center to work with charlie Halm,
Supposed to train me and prepare me to go to Lions' Club. I

have great admiration for charlie and what he did for his
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community, and for his interest and concern for the young

people.
C.J. - He was there forever.
J.G. - Forever and a day. I must have worked with Mr. Halm

for about three months, but I learned an awful 1lot from
working with Charlie. He was a fine person - and a good
teacher! Then, when the time was right, they sent me on down
to the Lions' Club, and that is where I spent most of my time
in the field. I went into Lions' Club actually, as a leader,
working with a new director, and we had a good program in
there. Charlie Parks, who was an excellent, excellent
recreator was in charge, and he took a job in Florida, but he
left a good program, and another director had been working
there with him, so they would have that continuity, and the
other two staff people who were working with him were there.
About that time, we were getting a sizeable number of black
kids from the community. First of all, we were getting the
boys, for athletics - not getting that many girls - just a
sprinkling of girls. The person who had been working with the

kids before I came had a basketball league - a nice little

house league set up.

Three leagues, three teams of all white youth. This first
thing the white youth wanted to know when I came there was if
they could all play together. I stayed at Lions' Club as a

leader, then I became a director at that site, after the

director there became ill and was not coming back to that
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WSS D ald my years in recreation and parks, working at

Lions: Club, that's what I really enjoyed. However, there was

@ complete Change in that community. When I went down there
s a leader, we had no more than fifteen to seventeen

Young pjack men, and as the white families moved on yp
washington Boulevard toward Morrell Park and Landsdowne ang
Whereever, these youngsters and more of their families began

to hove around, I think the thing that put us in good steag
¥as that the youngsters wanted to be a part of the program -

they Were willing to abide by my stern rules (and I had stern

of course everytime I see one of "my boys," they te1]

Fules) ,
In time, we had

¢ they are happy that I had those rules.
Just A predominantly black community. I guess I stayed there

for about twelve years - in those days, you didn't stay in a

i i d then t
Site very long - you'd stay for a whlle an hey woulq
I'm not so sure that that

Move You on to somewhere else.
'Sn't a good thing to do.

Sd. -1 think I would agree.
- You can stay in a place so long that it is no longer a

J4.G.

taff people that came and
Challenge for you. I had somé good s
me of those people later became

Workeq with me, and sO
ple are still with uysg

directors. Some of those young Pe€o

Working in the Bureau, and I think we provided them with g2
4

I remember very, very

o i that
9ooq experience. One of the things
- you're too young to remember

Vividly during the riots

that,
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No, I'm not.

C.J. - What, the riots?
J.G. - You're a year older than I thought you were. During

those four or five days when there was a curfew and no one
could move, I told the Superintendent, Mr. Callowhill, that I
really felt that if he would let me go over to Washington
Boulevard and Fremont Avenue, I could do more to control those
Youngsters than all of the police you had down there. I'm

going to open the doors, and my young people are going to come

in, and they're going to stay in there until I tell them to
I think that if they

leave. And I still believe that's true.

had sent any of us to do our work that we could have done it,

and done more to keep things quiet than perhaps the police

did. I don't know, I think we started some programs there, I
feel, that perhaps had not been tried - I don't remember a lot

Oof sports banquets and Mother and Daughter banquets - we did
an awful lot of that, and always tried to involve our
It's good now when I see some

Youngsters and their parents.

Of the parents working and supporting us, and they still talk
The young

about what a good job we did for their children.
People that I see now, I'm just so proud of many of our young

I talk about the young fellow who is an accountant

People -
4

and others - they were hellraisers in South Baltimore.

talked to one of those young people the other day and he said

"We lost a few, but you saved most of the rest of us."

C.J. - That's important.
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6. - Yeah. It wasn't unusual for me to bring a boy home
With Me, if he was in trouble, and it wasn't unusual for me to
90 to the SChools. One of the things that I had difficulty

ith lnltlally was developing a relationship between that
Center and the schools, where I could get the principal and
the teachers tq come by in the evening and see what their
Young People were doing, and finally, we got that going to the

Point Where it was a very,very good relationship between the

elementary school and the junior high school in that

community,

= Where diq you go after Lions' Club?

there was need, because of the

g,

Jd.
R = After Lions' Club,
9rowtp in recreation centers, for another supervisor, and the

uPerintendent decided to have one person to handle special

Drograms, and they increased the districts from seven to
and I became the District Supervisor of District Eight

®ight,
of course, I

e did a superb job,

- that Was an experience!
And when you have good, dedicated people
n

fag good people.

i sure that they have
You're Just guiding them along, making

9ooq €quipment being there when they wanted to cry on your

houlder but they would do the work and they knew what they

: that we had
Were dOing - that's the kind of people

R

~Jd. - What year was that?
that

Q;gi ~ That was about '68, or something like

) then, that was the riots.

=ds - we1j,
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J.G. - Then it must have been the early 70's. We tried to
pull all of our people together, we tried to make sure that
they were working together to the degree that, if one of them
had a resource, we would work out the details and try to have
group activities. We had a heavy concentration of girls in
many of our centers, but the thing that bothered me was, that
whenever you had a fundraiser, the women were doing the work,
selling the tickets and all that, sponsoring the activities
like sports programs, and it involved the fellas, it didn't
involve was many girls, and I just thought that we had to do
something about that. oOne of the things that we did and had
great success was we had Girls' Day, District Girls' Day,
which was their day for athletics. It wasn't a matter of
whether you can or you can't, you did participate. We tried
to hold these kinds of activities on days when school was out,
for a full day. The girls' activities went over extremely
well. Of course, I tried to get some things going in many of
the centers that I had done in Lions' Club. We had one
evening a week that we devoted the entire buildings to the
youngsters - I don't know how we're doing things now, but in
those days youngsters 12 yrs. old and younger came in the
afternoons, but we set aside one evening to get those little
people together, and they just had a fantastic time. I think
that why I'm troubled when I go into some of these recreation
centers and don't see people really doing things for these

youngsters there's a tremendous amount of organization used to
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get ;
lds t :
© do things, but it will develop. Of course, the

once you teach these kids these kinds of

thj

n

9 about i1t 44,
I went to District 8

activ- .
it
les, that's what they draw from.

ang I
Sta
N Yed there a guess about eight years, and that was a
od ey ;
e
Perience, whereas when I was working in the recreation

Cente
r r
had the opportunity to work closely with young

Peopy
e’
and I could in some way shape their growth and

deve
10 m

Pment, working as a District Supervisor I had to shape
and we would always get the

the
d
€Velopment of the staff,

YOun
9 pe
People who were music majors, math majors...

«J
e e .
Anything but recreation majors.
» and it took a great deal of work to bring some

Of tp
en .
around. Those young men, who figured that because he

Play
Yeq

basketball, he said "I'm a recreator," but we've come
and we tried to involve volunteers. I talked

th
aboy '
the Girig: Day, and some of the male leaders thought we

Were .
9iving to much attention to the girls and wanted

s
9 for the boys, so I hired three guys who were

te
ach
€FS, ang that was one of the best moves I ever made.
and they knew what

The
Se
Juys, they were good, dedicated men,
n and did a fantastic

the
Y w :
el doing, and they just went.l

T Just believe that there needs to be an ongoing
mes, for one reason or

SQh

edy .
tee 7 know that there will be tl
1+ follow that schedule, but I

anOt
her
+ Where you just don
just give me

Qont
e .
o nq that if I go into your recreation center,
ft
€en Minutes ang 1'11 tell you something about the people
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I think the facility reflects the

w
ho ryn that facility.
Then after fiddling around the

e
People that work there.
Distyj

trict for about eight years, the position of Personne]

Officer came up...

C.Jg, -
s, Mr. Lampkin had died....
Jd. " ;
=G, Well, he had retired; he was ill, and he retired, ang
h

followeq him, and that caused a lot of concern. There were

So
Mme older folk, who had been around longer, and felt that

heY Should have been promoted.
c.
~J. - When will we ever get through to folks that longevity

do
e€sn't necessarily mean competence?

J.
8. - That's right.
You became Superintendent of Recreation in...

In '80 (I think)... it must have been just prior to

&_

I've got it - it's in the Board Minutes...
I applied for the position because it was the thing to

I.Gq, -
» Not because T was interested in becoming Superintendent,

But then 1 wind up being #1 on the list, and the people who
vere, 1 guess, in line, for whatever reason didn't qualify on
the examination. They asked me, "are you interested?" anq 1

and after a lot of discussion -

Sajy
1d "yes, I'm interested"
1s piscussion, let's see, I guess we're

B :
©ard Discussion, Mayor

African-americans now, there had never been one of us filling

1t aware that it had created Some

t
hat position. I wasn
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Cs i i
~J, - Well, from what I've been reading, the first person who

tried haq been Harold Jennifer...and he didn't get it, and

Cottriiy got it, and all hell broke loose.

J .
“<G. - That'sg why I've always thought that they gave Jennifer

t .
he Job at the civic Center.
G - The paper said that if they didn't give it to him,

t
here yag going to be a war...
~ One of the hearing officers for Civil Service said that

.G,
the Boarg went against his recommendation only once, and that

Yas Jennifer's case. He said it was clear that he (Jennifer)

was Shoulders and above Cottrill.

~ 0.K., you were Superintendent of Recreation...

C.g,

G, - Shortly after that, they got the bright idea to have

Superintendent of Parks in another building, which was near

the Director - UNFAIR TREATMENT! I told one Board member that

T was comfortable where I was - I didn't want to go anywhere

Clge, , .
- itizens.:..::
L.z, - But we were always second-class Ci
The one person that I can remember

J.
6. - Always, always.
Tom Years back who did any work with recreation, and I.got to
was Bill Bunn (engineering

Fespect him a great deal,
DiViSion) Bill. within the work that he was assigned, seemed
® 14
However, there

ing.
to be Nores concerned with what he was doing

Y28 | alvays .o . drageulous--iiffarenerhetuest CRRTeatien; and
I believe, when I came in was

parks. Of course, our budgetl
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about $9.5 million, and the total budget was like $27 or $28

million. I can remember in later days, when the budget was
$38 million, our budget was $10.5 million. Granted, there

Were a lot of things that Parks was responsible for, like
Construction and all that, but we never really had anything to

Work with to any degree, because it was all tied up in
late 60's, early

Personnel. It seems 1like in the middle,

70'3, any community that said to City government "we want a

Fecreation center" - BINGO! -they would build a recreation

We looked up one day and we were operating 136

Center.
in need of

Some of them were poorly staffed,

facilities.
I used to

Tepair, but the community asked for recreation.

keep a map of facilities located in Councilmanic Districts,

and Councilmanic District #6 had more than any others, and
"if we give them

SOmeone told me that the thinking was,
another recreation center, we'll keep them quiet." My
thinking is, that we still had too many sites for the

Population of this City, and I can remember very vividly that

Doug Tawney, who was the Director for a long period of time,
used to say to us - "yoy need to begin thinking about what the

The city is not going to be able to provide

future holds.
I see the day when the City will open

what it now provides.
We

@ recreation center with a Director and a custodian."

didn't hear him, and we looked up, and just what Doug was
From a high of

saying to us was right there before our eyes.
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149
Centers, when I left, there must have been ninety,

or
ai
lghty‘eight or so...

. B

Nee We have seventy now... where did they all go? T don't

Ten
€mber hearing what I've been hearing over the past Couple

of '
Years, I mean, we shut down at least fifty, and 1 didn't

h

A Squeak

.G,

- People, in many instances, were not as vocal, and in

So . ) )
- lnstanCeS, like some of the housing projects, when they

b
€gan to rehab t

he places, we just walked out, and never went
back

I remember one of the first real crises that T had as

S . "
uperlntendent was at budget time, and Doug (Tawney) said to
e

’ "You're going to have to close some centers and lay off

Some Staffn and we tried to look at some sites, and I think
€ same type of thinking that goes on now, like, if you
Walked out of building, the City would still be providing
SOme type of service in that community. You 1looked at
Statistics, whether the building was about to fall down around
s heaq, etc. - all these kinds of things went into play -
Wag there a center here and one across the street? We went
dowy, thig list and decided that we would come out of some of
thege Small centers and school buildings where we only had a
Corridor or maybe the gym - MY GOD! - you would have thought
that e were trying to turn the world around! But we did what

We thought was in the best interest of the community based and

What the Cit ded to do. When we started talking about the
Y neede .

Stare People that we would be laying off, it was at a time
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when we were Planning to move some of our supervisors around,
and one of our supervisors gathered their forces together and

they said, "we don't have any concern about that center you

want to close, we're just concerned about you moving Mr. X,"

but we went ahead and did it anyway. It's better, because we
That wasn't always the case, however.

went through with it.
have made

There have been situations where staff

recommendations based on all of the information that we had,
and we firmly believed that we were making the best choices
that we could make, but we didn't get the support that we

and people would often cave in to the political

needed,
the cCity survives. And of

leadership. Through it all,
Course, after staying there for several LEHES as

Superintendent, after chris (Delaporte) left, they put me in

as Acting Director, and then I came back to my position, and

then I came home (retired).
or '90?

-C'i = And that was in '89...
and I guess this was before

- I had surgery in 188,

J.G.

that...
= You weren't Superintendent when Dr. Jones came in? He

C ol s
Came in during '88?

That's right, I had surgery late in '88. That Acting

J.G. -
Director position was a very taxing assignment... very taxing.
C.J. - So, tell me about some of your supervisors... tell me

about callowhill...
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LG,

= A man who was very dedicated - extremely dedicated. a
Man With 4 Mmemory as big as an elephant. When I look at the
Way that the Department and the Bureau was structured, there
Vag a Fecreator out of the University of North Carolina tha

t
d .
" a 10t Of writing..

.. when I read his work, and I look at

the o £ - T O —— structured, Callowhill either had
extremely good ideas, or he patterned his structure after that
Which this person had emphasized. I did not have enough
persOna1 Contact to have had any real feeling about him. He

hag , 900d reputation, I think, as an administrator, course,
’
he didn '

t mess around, he would say "this is what we're going
’
to
oM. and e B1g ik
Qs . :
S Tell me about John Williams...
LG,

T A hMaverick, as much as Chris Delaporte... a gquy who, I

thOUght, had a lot on the ball, and he brought a different

king °f an attitude to the Bureau and certainly, he was not
Callowhill, Callowhill was Ivy League, button-down; John was
' ." He mixed
S 1rt-c011ar open, "let's go play somé softball
4

With the Bstphe; I found him easy to talk with, he made
himself Available, he would come around, wanted to come to
Youyr Programs. gohn brought in that idea of the interns, he
brought a lot of them in... they benefitted by being here and
We

CNefitteq by having them.

C. T
ol He didn't stay very long.- fiens
Q<Q\ N I was not close enough to know whe
=~ No, he didn't.. .
it ”

: or the Board, or
5 friCtion between him and the Director,
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the Mayor, or whether he had just decided that it was time for

fin to go.., but I'm trying to think, what did he leave as his
I guess maybe it was the interns program.

. )
Rals = X) coteriii. ..
You may not hear a lot of folks say this, he and T got

e, -
along Well together. I didn't have any trouble out of Al. T

Always invited him down to my center for programs, and he
alwayS came, though not always dressed appropriately for the
Everyone else would be in their gym shoes and ready

OCCasion.
- participate, but Al was always in his suit - but he always
in the

Came, Al didn't do very much of getting about
We I said he came out to my

Pistricts as Superintendent.
: ]
“®Nter, that was when he was supervisor of Boys' and Men's

Activities, He spent most of his time in the office. He was

!
famoyg for not going out to the centers. I don't know how
He was a

well“prepared he was for the job that he held.
loner, and I think he would just assign people and hope that
things would move on. I get the impression that he was not
Very well thought of by some of the powers-to-be, that he

: 1

WOUId send hi ubordinates to attend meetings and functions
n 1s s '

pbut that was his way of

that he should have attended, '
during part of that growth period,
=

operation. He was ther Gk
s ood bit of assistance from
wWe received a g

POVert "
Y" programs.
p up - Tawney .

% -~ 0.K. let's go the next ste
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He didn't spend a great deal

Ly One of my real favorites.

°f time With us...

g, - He was a parks man..
~ Yes. if you did what had been decided for you to do,

J.G.
e didn't see very much of him..
g, - He left you alone..

"You won't find me looking over your

Once you decide what you're going to do, I expect

Shoulder_
You to do it. wWhen it's time for that project to be finished,

T want j¢ finished." He had great problems with Cottrill.

r Cottrill than any other
Oug Probably did more to cover up for

person - he was the only person that would have been able to
I really didn't know him as a person that much... 1

do that,
do know that he was very, very dedicated to the Mayor. And it

i om that. we
Paiq of¢ for him, and the Department benefitted fr

HING) o o0
t gotten to Larry Rose, yet (laug g

hadnv
any years he
i . the dark however m
=, - Let's talk about him..

was wi
With us. |
a Yyear and a half mairbe two

Q*gé = What was he here -~
always acting...

Yearg, |
ent,
_ ver perman ;
Maybe two...ne ctor, and then they made him

Ca,
ire
Lg, - He came in as Deputy D -
just couldn't cut 1t...

Acting Director, but he
: league- v & .

Q*QL =~ He was out of his
st thing that ever happened

his head, and he told me, when
: over
Log, - This job was just

; the be
Chris yas hired, that it was
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to him - it was like a load had been lifted off of his
shoulders. He did not get off on the right track when he came
here.

C.J. - In talking with some other people, I've heard that he

was put in to keep someone else out...

J.G. - I know that there was this gquy from Boston...
C.J. - Steve Crosby?...
J.G. - Yeah, that's right - Crosby! And then, for whatever

reason, he and one of the prominent Board members, who was a
good supporter of the Mayor, had some problems.

C.J. - Chris Delaporte...

J.G. - I have great respect for Chris Delaporte. There's so
many things that I could tell you that I liked about Delaporte
- he would sit and, right at the spur of the moment, would
make a decision, and you would think it was something that he
had been working on for ages... when he took those two hundred
youngsters down to New Orleans, he said, "I hadn't planned
that... I just thought about that on the spur of the moment!"
I thought he had an extremely keen mind, when he did what he
called "elevating the trees" in the parks, and you could see
clear across the park, and I would say, my goodness, why
hadn't we done that kind of thing before? I never had
difficulty talking with him... there were a couple of things
that I wasn't happy about... I wasn't happy about the way he
would move some of my people around and not tell me about it,

and I just thought that I should have been told. If you had
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an idea and wanted to try it, he'd sure find a way for you to

try it, and if you'd fall flat, well, get up and try something

else! I think that that's the mark of a good administrator.

c.J. - Do you think that he neglected the rec. centers?

J.G. - Well, there no doubt that his interest was in the

n"showplace" kinds of facilities, and that was his interest,

and that was really where he directed his energies. I don't

know that he neglected them, but he didn't put as much time in
them as he did the "showpieces" that he was developing... His

tenure was five years or less...

his work with Outward
Bound... I just thought that Outward Bound could have done

more to work with the kids in the recreation centers instead

of the private schools.

c.J. - So you were with the Department from the mid-50's to
the late 80's, when did recreation assume the operation of all
of the pools, or did we ever assume operation of all of them?

J.G. - When we got into the pool business, Parks was operating

the big park pools, and we were operating the small

neighborhood pools. I tend to think it was in the early

80's...
c.J. - When Jean (Powell) took them over...
J.G. - Yes, during that time..

I think it was under Larry
Rose's tenure.

c.J. - This is probably a silly question.

did we move
forward all of the

time you wre associated with the

Department, or was there any time that we moved backward?
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J.G, - .
=G, I think as a whole, we generally moved forward.., 7T
thi
Nk there were some high points....when we had goog
but you

Pro
grams, volunteers, and the dollars were there..
r Sometimes, you make the greatest progress when the chips

know
and you don't have as many people to do the work .

e down,
At . .
One polint, when I was in the Personnel Office, we had 525

aPproveq positions - that's not including the part-time
people-..and then, along came the CETA programs, all these
federa] programs... we got some good people out of thesge
Programs, some are still with us today. Then, as they poureg
More money into these programs, we started taking in "bodies,

and I was not totally pleased with that - we were getting lotg
" bodieS, and many of them brought nothing with them, and ye

Weren't adequately training them. Then as we allowed them to
Stay there, and these folk began to some of the older folks

Who haq retired or died, we began to lose some of that program
when we could go to a Cheryl Pitz,

€dge. There was a time,
and we could get some young

Who worked at a community college,
who knew a litt]e

People who had some exposure to recreation,
Something of what they were doing, but when we lost the
he man who says "I can do

Fecreation programs, we now got t
recreation’ because I used to play football."
€.J. - street club Workers..-:-

J.G. - I think the idea was 2 heck of an idea - there was an
ideal there... n Harry Smith was there, the

T think that whe
Program had the potential, put I think that when we came to
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the height of that program, we had a lot of people there, ang

L don't think they were necessarily the people who could do
What the pProgram was designed to do. Many of them had thejr

Own Problems, and couldn't go out on those street corners ang
do what they were supposed to do. I admired Doug Tawney for

What he was trying to do...the fact of it is that it just qgiq

ot work,

C€.Jd. - When 4iq it stop?
Well hen we began to lose funds, in the early go'g,
= Well. w

g, g
; t would you consider as
CJd. -1 have one last question...wha

i t of Recreation -
Your major accomplishment as Superintenden

d for?
What wouig you like to be remembere
. I hope that I

ff together..

2<G. - I hope that T brought sta } o

buiit credibility in the Department, came 1in when
up some

hen the only thing that
. n years, W

Nothing had gone on for eleve

SR I would hope that

in on time.
YOou did was get your reports in . |
in to see us in a
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