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Issues and solutions regarding disaster prevention parks in Tokyo

O/NRBELE !, TDIEZR
OMasayuki Ozawa!, Kana Egawa’

Abstract : The main purpose of this text is to capture the current status of disaster prevention parks in Tokyo, addressing their

shortcomings and differences, while investigating what is needed for future disaster prevention parks and presenting those findings.
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Table 1  Survey Overview

B AMcAFIhTw3 ARG

IS I AR A B G2 587 L T 5
BENR | ) kot 2 oBRAE (G6H)

e —— XHR (Web) % : SAEHPICBE S LT 2158
A EERRAE  RRBIAER L T 2 0RAES

FEMR (2025458 ~7H

LAt 2.B0EEM 3. AR o 2K ozl
AENE 4FEPEROBRENMA. BESh s KERAA
5. 0B FEE (BAR - KERMR)

160000

140000 y=0.1373x-4395.6 °
R®=0.5065
120000 R =0.7117
- o)
NE 100000 .
HE 80000 )
E =
60000 wl - .
<~ e
40000 e
20000 o
c.._ "o o o °
, .
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
An (TA)
Figure.1  Correlation between park area and population
by Tokyo ward
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Figure.2  Classification of all disaster prevention park

characteristics
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Figure.3  The relationship between disaster prevention
parks and waterfront environments
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Figure.4  Park equipment penetration rate
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Figure.5  The ratio of disaster prevention parks to all

parks in each autonomous region.



