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Abstract  

Changes in the urban form have resulted in altered expectations by public and 

planners in the way that cities and suburbs develop. A facet of this is public open 

space (POS) and this dissertation makes attempts to understand open space in the 

context of Perth, and the facilities needed to provide parks with positive perceptions 

and use.  The purpose of this dissertation is to explore if there is a connection 

between the provision of facilities with local green open space and public use and 

perceptions of those POS. There are broad topics of interest in the public open space 

literature which this dissertation engages with: public and private space, new 

urbanism, landscape urbanism, types of open space facilities as well as discussions 

on active and recreational use of open space. Research was focused on the provision 

and perceptions of facilities and local open space through a multiple case study 

approach, three local parks around Perth: Annie’s Landing (Ellenbrook), Shirley 

Strickland Reserve (Ardross) and Kadidjiny Park (Melville).  

The selected mixed methods carried out in the research were: an audit to measure 

the facilities present, or missing in each of the parks, observational mapping of each 

park in the morning and afternoon periods to better understand use and movements 

within each park, and user surveys across the parks to better understand visitor as 

well as local perceptions and expectations of local parks and their facilities. Each of 

these methods individually, as well as on a whole, contribute to the key research 

question and address gaps in the literature. The findings of this study have 

determined that the provision of facilities in local parks does influence use and 

perceptions. However, provision is only one identified factor contributing to the way 

that local open space is perceived and used by people. Additional factors include the 

following: suburb demographics, proximity to alternate local parks and where the 

park fits into the suburban identity and hierarchy of open spaces. This research has 

made attempts to understand and interpret gaps in planning theory and practice in 

the public open space field in order to create a deeper understanding about people, 

that use local open space and their public perceptions and expectations in the 

context of local park spaces. 



 

 1 

CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION 

1.1  - Introduction  

While existing research identified surrounding open space policy focus on: 10% 

allocations in public open space, and provisions of active and recreational space 

(Giles Corti 2005 and Badland et al 2015), there is only a limited pool of research that 

explores the elements provided in parks. There is therefore a gap in our 

understanding of the way local suburban parks are perceived by those who use 

them. Improvement of urban form is a goal of planners and the ability to understand 

the use, wants and needs of people in parks presents opportunity for new research 

to further enhance the capabilities of space with good public open space design. 

With a greater focus on the amenity and facilities in local open spaces, a landscape 

urbanism approach to POS provision creates points of interest in parks and therefore 

induces positive perceptions of the local space. Facilities including public art, paths, 

play areas and vegetation have been shown to create spaces that people use and 

stay in (Giles Cort 2006). The intention of this dissertation is to investigate and 

understand the role of facilities and amenity in contributing to the use of open 

space. This dissertation investigates the provision of facilities in local parks to 

explore how and why parks are utilized. The public’s use and perceptions of three 

local parks will be assessed. This study undertakes questionnaires, audits and 

observational surveys to triangulate multiple data sources, used to create 

suggestions and conclusions for current and future planning of local open space, 

focused on facilities and use. 

The Western Australian Department of Sport and Recreation defines local open 

space as “small parkland’s that service the recreation needs of the immediate 

residential population” (Department of Sport and Recreation 2016, 8).  The research 

will try to bridge gaps and reach new information to better understand whether the 

recreational and active needs of local populations are being met. Using research that 

captures both perceptions and use ensures a more specific portion of data that helps 

to form relationships and fill gaps in the literature  (Handy and Ewing, 2009). 
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1.2 - Research Question 

 

How does the provision of facilities shape the use and perceptions of local open 

space? 

 

1.3 - Research Objectives 

 

1) Understand the research and policy context surrounding the identification and 

provision of facilities in local open space in Perth 

2) Understand the amount and types of facilities that are provided in local open 

space in Perth 

3) Assess community perceptions and expectations of public open space across 

three local Perth parks 

4) Determine if there is a relationship between public use of local open parks in 

relation to the number of facilities within them 

 

1.4 - Dissertation Structure  

This dissertation contains 8 chapters, which have been ordered to show the 

progression of the project, from the initial question and rationale behind the study 

to the methods and data, before associated discussions between the findings and 

existing open space research.  

Chapter One includes an overview of the research topic including background of the 

research focus, the research question and its objectives. Chapter Two, a literature 

review, explores the existing research and information about open space in the 

context of Perth, including; history and development of open space, standards and 

policy, types of open space, active and recreational spaces, definitions of facilities 

and outlines the tools used to measure open space standards. Chapter three goes 

into detail about the location and descriptions of the three case studies areas as well 

as justifications as why they were chosen.  Following this, Chapter Four describes the 
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case study methodology adopted in my research project and the justification as to 

why case studies best fulfill the objectives of my research focus.  

Chapter Four also provides explanation of each of my chosen methods — audit, 

questionnaire and observational mapping as well as explanations as to how each of 

these instruments were structured in order to collect the relevant data.  As a follow 

up to this, Chapter 5 explores the results of the data collection and begins to draw 

parallels between each of the sets of results and help to fill the identified gaps in the 

literature and fulfill the research objectives. Chapter 6 then forges links between the 

results of my data and the literature. Finally Chapters 7 and 8 conclude this 

dissertation; providing recommendations for further research; and suggestions as to 

how the data can be implemented and interpreted for better quality and more 

usable open spaces. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 4 

CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 – Focus of the Literature Review  

The ideals of public open space have transformed over time. POS, particularly local, 

has been shaped by the elements, provision of local parks, size and facilities, that 

supposedly evoke greater use and perceptions. Planning policies like the Stephenson 

Hepburn Plan and Liveable Neighbourhoods have shaped the design and distribution 

of public open green spaces in the Perth metropolitan area (Gregory, 2012,299). The 

design of these are well examined by theorists Billie Giles Corti (2005, 2010) and Jan 

Gehl (2009), who detail the provision and use of open space in the Australian 

context (Wendel et al, 2011, 4). This literature review will engage with qualitative 

and quantitative research surrounding the concept of public open space, with a 

particular focus on how POS design shapes the identity and use of local space. 

Academic literature identifies links between planning policy and theory and its 

current influence of local POS and the culmination of both practice and theory help 

to demonstrate the way that local open spaces are planned for in Perth. A greater 

understanding of the urban environment and the public perceptions and 

expectations of public open space in a suburban context can be aided through 

research to understand the gaps of theory and practice, in terms of what facilities to 

include in the public open space field (Cloke & Jones, 2001 in Sternberg, 2000, 2).  

2.2 - Public Open Space Context 

Green urban spaces provide social and environmental benefit. Their design, 

consequential ability to function are reliant on appropriate planning methods. Public 

open space (POS) is a broadly defined term that includes:  

‘‘those parts of the built, and natural environment, where the public have free access. 
Encompasses: streets, squares, whether predominantly in residential, commercial or 
community/civic uses; the open spaces and parks; and the ‘public/private’ spaces 
where public access is unrestricted for passive or active use”(Camanho and Lopes, 
2013, 72).  

The understanding of open space has changed over time as the result of societal 
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change and planning policies, which have therefore influenced POS design. POS is 

now widely accepted as part of the public realm. Hampton (2010) notes this public 

realm serves as an extension of social spaces - summarised by Ghaedi and 

Mahdivinia (2014) as the cornerstone of vibrant shared activity on urban and local 

scales, which combine the architecture and urbanism of space with society (Ghaedi 

and Mahdivinia 2014, 33). These social spaces are inclusive of streetscapes, plazas, 

parks and precincts and help to foster identity and place within suburbs (Hampton et 

al, 2010, 702). The integration of local green spaces in suburban areas delivers 

cultural, recreational, social and active hubs for communities—providing benefit or 

detriment to sense of place and space (Szejnfeld 2014, 566). The recognition in the 

need for POS in suburbia has reinstated debate between size and design provisions 

of public and private space within the urban fabric. The increasing presence of the 

urban in suburbs impacts the design choices made by planners, in order to create 

and maintain a sense of vibrancy and vitality in local public open spaces (De Ridder 

et al 2004, 490).  

2.3 - Origins of Open Space in Australia & Current Policy  

The need for planning in Australia came as the result of earlier 19th century events in 

society on a local and global scale. London, England gained early recognition by the 

world as ‘the first city of the modern era’ – and therefore cities around the world 

were inclined to emulate it (Moran, 2006, 3). Challenges from global events such as 

industrialization, and World Wars impacted in economic, social and environmental 

ways, as well as produced large shifts of population from the rural to urban 

(Summers, 2007). With cities like London influenced by the industrial revolution, 

issues such as over crowding caused sub issues like poor sanitation and sickness. 

Initially, open spaces were created as a way to improve public health as the result of 

overcrowding and sickness (Gordon and Shirley 2002, Grose, 2009).  

Early public open space creation and perceptions in the United States also provide 

influence to factors underpinning Australian POS and Cranz’s four key stages of POS 

— Pleasure Ground, Small Park, Reform Park and Recreational Facility. The ‘Pleasure 

Ground’ era focused on large oval-like open space, followed by the ‘Small Park’ 
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movement which emphasized elements of landscaping for smaller scale parks on 

local scales (Cranz, 1997). Culmination of the two stages created the third, the 

‘Reform Park’ which was more attentive to the inclusion of hard infrastructure such 

as play equipment (Cranz, 1997). The final movement identified by Cranz was the 

‘Recreational Facility’ and its focus on activity in space rather than the provision of 

green grassy spaces (Cranz , 1997). In response to issues with park size and design, 

urban planning and the consideration of urban form became important and three 

key streams of urban thought formed; the city beautiful movement, Garden City 

movement; and public health reform (Thompson and Maginn, 2012, 19). These 

urban form movements not only fulfilled the original focus on health but also 

introduced the concept of space beautification and urban sustainability (Johnston et 

al, 2012, 1092; Grose, 2009, 60).  

A shift in thinking occurred later in the early 20th century, as local parks were then 

planned as part of the broader environmental and suburban realm, focused on the 

local open spaces between the home and other social spaces such as shopping 

centres (Kent and Madden, 1998). Australian public open space standards show 

influence from North American and British standards. However this poses planning 

issues because these may not, and in places do not, fully compliment the needs for 

external public space in an Australian context (Veal, 2013, 230). In Perth, policy 

towards open space is best reflected in ‘Development Control Policy 2.3 Public Open 

Space in Residential Areas’. The policy determines three objectives of open spaces – 

“ensure residential development is complemented by public open space that 

enhances amenity and the recreational needs of local residents to facilitate the 

provision of land for community facilities and to protect and conserve wetlands, 

water-courses and foreshores” (Department of Planning 2016, 4).  Australia’s 

adaption to growth trends have been curbed negatively and positively — by planning 

policy and the ability of guidelines to create successful urban and suburban realms 

and consequently, public open space (Grose 2009, 54).  

2.4 – Levels of Public Open Space  

The quality and quantity of public open spaces determine their use (Nordh and 
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Østby, 2013, 13) .The Stephenson Hepburn Plan (1995) and Liveable 

Neighbourhoods (2009) identify three key levels of open space in Western Australia. 

Local open space serves as suburban compliment to larger open spaces and 

therefore serves as ‘stepping stones’ to urban form. A desire to provide spaces that 

connect to nature and engage in low pace activity such as dog walking shape the use 

and design of local space and contribute to passive surveillance for local community 

(Nordh and Østby , 2013, 12). Another level of POS is at the neighbourhood level, 

and serves as a space for people beyond one immediate suburb, and is commonly 

associated with social and passive use (Franics, 2012, 1571). Francis notes the 

importance of neighbourhoods level open space because of its attractive quality and 

accessibility, which encourages people of varied age, gender and culture to engage 

with green open space environments (Franics, 2012, 1570). The final level of open 

space is at the district level, spaces designed to serve beyond a single suburb, 

particularly for active pursuits and serves as a link between people and the natural 

environmental (Falah 2013, 345; Department of Sport and Recreation, 2016).  

2.5 – Impact of The Stephenson Hepburn Plan in Shaping Urban Form  

As one of the greatest guiding documents of the Perth metropolitan form, the 

Stephenson Hepburn Plan of 1955, by Gordon Stephenson and J. A. Hepburn, had 

heavy influence on public open space, and this influence is still reflected in modern 

planning. The Stephenson Hepburn (SH) plan, inclusive of Perth and Fremantle, was 

complied as a way to redirect the problems of the growing city, such as “traffic 

congestion, decaying housing, limited recreational open space and poor distribution 

of existing open space, mix of housing and industry” (Stephenson, 1951, 1 in 

Gregory, 2012, 302). The plan proposed unsustainable alternatives for the growing 

urban form, with heavy preference to the automobile and a dominance of the built 

environment (ie. housing, infrastructure). In keeping with the unsustainable planning 

principles post World War 2, other significant changes arose from the plan including 

segregation between land uses, public transport limitations, unplanned open spaces 

and a disconnect between the public and private (Giles-Corti, 2006, 2). The 

Stephenson Hepburn plan created open space guidelines for population-ratio and 
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area-percentage standards of space for the different densities of the urban area: 

“high density built up areas (1.4 ha/1000), redevelopment and greenfield areas (4.4 

ha/1000) and fringe areas (4.1 ha/1000)” based on established UK and US standards 

(Veal, 2013). In new developments, the SH plan imposes an allocation of 10% 

towards POS, however Giles Corti (2005) and Veal (2013) question if 10% is an 

adequate provision for sufficient and useable open space.  

The SH Plan recognised open space in broad terms and classified them into broad 

categories; incidental open space in housing estates, children’s playgrounds, local 

and district small parks and gardens and public playing fields (Veal 2013, 227). As the 

result of poor planning outcomes, the plan has been highly criticized (Foley 2013), 

particularly for its fixed open space planning standards, which Veal contends puts 

limits on public open space diversity and growth (Veal 2013, 224). The issues raised 

by Foley and Veal (2013) contribute as to why use and perceptions of local open 

space need to be better adjusted to not only fulfill people’s needs from space but 

also how they are planned, in the way of place making. 

2.6 - Liveable Neighbourhoods & Residential Design Codes  

In Western Australia, high standards of control are exercised through policies such as 

Liveable Neighbourhoods. The 2009 policy identifies open space in section four of its 

policy ‘Public Parkland’. The policy divides the term into three segments; regional 

open space, foreshore reserves, and public open space – all contribute to a sense of 

identity and place within local communities (Liveable Neighbourhoods, 2009). As 

Hudson (1979) describes, control through policies such as Liveable Neighbourhoods 

(LN) provides control over the urban environment, and acts as a way to govern 

public spaces and their subsequent communities at varied levels - local, national and 

regional (Hudson, 1979, 395). The Liveable Neighbourhoods policy outlines key 

objectives of POS and local parkland, favouring a “balance between neighbourhood 

and local parks (readily accessible in close scale to suburb residents) and district 

playing fields (to be shared between a number of suburbs)” (Liveable 

Neighbourhoods, 2009, 92). However, Marta Szejnfeld challenges this, expressing 

the need to create spatially and socially appropriate spaces that are specific to the 
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particular environment, in order to achieve the best outcomes for use and design 

(Szejnfeld, 2014, 574). The LN policy also takes into consideration the range of users 

of POS, encouraging universal design methods. Links between public and private 

open space are fostered through the Residential Design Codes (R Codes). The R 

Codes encourage adequate provisions of private open space for personal use, but 

not enough for greater active and recreational use, leading to use of public space 

(Hall, 2010).  

2.7 - New Urbanism and Landscape Urbanism 

Current elements of POS design can be linked to new urbanism theory, defined by 

Billie Giles- Corti et al as a “revitalized approach to urban development, which makes 

attempts to reduce car dependance through traditional design qualities such as 

connected streets with paths, higher density and mix with local centres” (Giles Corti 

2005 in Falconer et al 2010, 1). An important facet of the new urbanism theory is the 

considerations of the public domain as a whole, enabling the stimulation of mixed 

use, compact open spaces within urban settings (Grant 2006 in Moore, 2013). The 

development process of new urbanism has a strong focus on the design of the urban 

form, with the aim to create diverse spaces and walkability. The factors 

underpinning such development and control of the landscape are based around 

people—the way they interact with the environment, local and regional centres and 

urban grid (Trosic, 2015). It also considers the public domain (Moore 2013, 2372).  

A contrasting theory, landscape urbanism represents a change in attitudes towards 

urban design rather than principles of planning and its strategies (Heins, 2015, 294). 

Landscape Urbanism developed in response to the dispersed, organic and edgeless 

nature of contemporary urbanism and offered a different theoretical approach to 

the ‘greening’ of cities and suburbs (Kullman 2015, 311, Donadeiu, 2006, 37). 

Originating from the revitalization of industrialised areas, it focuses on creating 

diverse and adaptable open spaces that are able to change over time (Heins 2015, 

298, Donadieu 2006, 37).  Landscape urbanism brings together the roles and values 

of planners, landscape architects, cultural social systems—practices and theories 

often in competition with each other—in order to achieve the best planning and 
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development outcomes surrounding public open spaces (Donadeiu, 2006, 44). While 

landscape urbanism focuses on the beautification of POS and providing the 

attractive elements of open space, it can fall short of functionality, a factor that 

planning principles consider (Ellis, 2015, 304). New urbanism and landscape 

urbanism share the common thread of recognizing the need for growth and 

improvement of the urban realm through open spaces as they represent a vital part 

of suburbia where people live, play and work (Heins, 2015, 296).  In order to create 

the best outcome of open space, practice needs to draw upon Landscape Urbanism 

as well as New Urbanism (Heins 2015, 298).  

 
2.8 - Public Open Space – Extensions of the Home  

Housing densities have not grown at the predictions of 1955, and as a result private 

open spaces (ie. gardens) have reduced. Public open space is an essential part of 

suburban development, and provides an important element to new suburb design 

(Grose, 2009, 53). The original key purpose of suburban and urban parks was to 

create spaces that would allow people to “escape from the dirty reality of city life” 

(Project for Public Spaces, 2016). Current standards of open space are not what they 

used to be – with lacking facilities and management the public open space on a local 

scale very different from the desired standards (Buys and Kennedy, 2015, 320). The 

notion of public open space as the extension of the private home can only be 

achieved with a combination of urban design and planning measures for positive 

relationship between public and private. The ability of residents to enjoy their 

private space is reliant on the ability forge the gap between what is available in 

private space and the ability to provide the missing facilities at local open spaces 

(Buys and Kennedy, 2015, 320). In Australia, Perth has the fastest rate of city growth 

(Grose, 2009, 53) and the result of this is the ever-changing needs of community, in 

terms of POS provision and standards and residential private open space quality. 

While private space can provide an enclosed space, people look to POS for social 

interaction and recreational space (Gehl, 1987). Vibrant POS on a local scale provides 

residents with a sense of neighbourhood attachment and fulfills people’s social and 

environmental needs of space (Buys, Kennedy 2005 and Jones et al 2009).  
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2.9 – Challenges to concepts of public and private: quasi-public space  

The public and private realms and their connection are under constant change with 

changing expectations as to what facilities and amenities should be present at each. 

Emergence of spaces like large shopping malls and leisure facilities, which are 

privately owned but freely open to the public, have challenged conceptions of public 

and private property (Gray, 1999 in Button, 2003, 228) and impacted the use of local 

open parks. Modern planning and society has bridged a gap between the public and 

private domain through hybrid or quasi-public spaces. Button (2003) defines these 

spaces as those that are classed generally private, but are still freely available to the 

public (Button, 2003, 227), with Australian examples inclusive of shopping spaces, 

such as Claremont Quarter, and outdoor areas like town centre spaces. Theorists 

Guas and Benn (1983) advocate quasi-spaces, and comment that these spaces can 

represent the best of both worlds – quality, social design for the public, and offer 

these spaces as a supplementary alternative to green public open spaces. Modern 

Australian planning trends towards quasi-public space challenges conceptions of 

public open space as the outside, rather than the traditional parks and reserves 

(Button, 2003, 227). The implication of this is the loss of consideration for how local 

green spaces are to be planned in terms of facilities, as the separate space from the 

home and quasi spaces.  

2.10 - Active and Recreational Use  

Well-planned public open space has the ability to provide a space capable of 

multiple uses. Open space capacities can be defined as ‘sport’, ‘recreation’ or 

‘nature’ in policy – simply referred to in this project as ‘active’ or ‘passive’ 

(Department of Sport and Recreation, 2016). However it is to be noted that open 

space has the ability to integrate both active and passive use – and this can improve 

the quality and attractiveness of space. While formalized spaces such as town 

squares and active streetscapes provide access for people the importance of local 

space is centered on providing spaces that people want to use and to stay in — 

‘sticky spaces’ (Kaleybar, 2013). Sticky spaces refer to the parts of the urban 

environment that people engage with, and then want to remain in, as the result of 



 

 12 

the appropriate planning and design mechanisms, like facilities and size of open 

space (Gearin and Pincetl 2005,368). Traditional planning is reliant on policy to 

determine where and how much local space is allocated within neighborhood 

contexts. Cordell (1976) presents the premise that active and passive spaces are 

supplementary – the demand and supply of one has effect on the other and 

consequently their considerations of design (Cordell, 1976, 1). However Cordell’s 

notion of counteracting local spaces does not support the idea of well-planned local 

open space, as Cordell’s definition of ‘good’ spaces are those with the capacity for 

both active and recreational open space (Cordell, 1976, 1).  

In Australia, large amounts of public open space are zoned for organized sports and 

consequently we have plenty of large oval type spaces, or small underutlised pocket 

spaces that serve little use or purpose other than to fulfill 10% open space quotas  

(Giles-Corti, 2006). Typical of active space, these space are commonly used for 

organized sport, but are heavily underutilized in a local capacity, because they can 

be unattractive for passive use due to their expansive size with few amenities (Giles 

Corti et al, 2006). Falah (2013) identifies active space as areas that are used for 

sporting or active purposes on large expanses of space while also retaining sense of 

community (Falah et al, 2013, 346). Physical activity influences open space design, 

because it can create focal points of community with team recreation, a destination 

for personal activity as well as a green thoroughfare through suburban areas 

(Badland et al, 2015, 77). Active open space can foster a sense of community and 

livelihood in suburban centres, as it brings a number of suburbs together, greater 

than the capacity of smaller local parks (Kaleybar et al, 2014, 447). Jane Jacobs 

echoes the need to retain community feel in open green spaces, as she reflects that 

the levels of activity within them mirrors the quality of the natural and built 

environment (Montgomery, 1998).  

The terms recreational and passive space are used interchangeably in the 

distinctions of public open space. Falah defines passive open space as “areas that 

provide facilities and space conducive to social activity with an influence from the 

green environment” (Falah et al, 2013, 346). In addition to the types of open space, 

Jan Gehl describes the behaviour towards space, with activities outside of the home 
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classed as either ‘compulsory’ or ‘voluntary’ (Golicnik and Ward Thompson, 2010). 

Passive space is often associated with the voluntary – people choosing to escape to 

external space as a way of socialization, creativity or mental revival. Smaller, local 

parks are often those designed for passive use as the smaller scale fits better in and 

around the residential/commercial form (Heart Foundation, 2016). Passive open 

space tends to follow the landscape urbanism influence. With a focus on amenity 

and landscaping, it provides attractive space and points of interest such as paths, 

playgrounds and art, to encourage use of local green spaces (Giles Corti, 2006).  

2.11- Facilities and the Sense of Identity in Local Parks: From Space to Place 

Public open space can be designated into spaces that are ‘bad’ and ‘good’ according 

to the way that they are viewed by people (Szjenfeld, 2014, 567). Elements of design 

shape the attractive, safe and accessible parts of open space and consequently their 

provision. Jane Jacob’s perception of public open space as the ‘lungs of the city’ 

extends into the local suburban context to not only provide visual relief, but also 

areas of activity and vibrancy and fulfill Jacobs stressed importance of local space 

(Broomhall et al, 2005, 171).  

Camanho and Lopez accredit the provision and accessibility of public spaces and 

urban landscapes with ability to provide recreational and social quality of life to 

space; transforming space to place (Camanho and Lopez, 2012, 123).  The design of 

public open space is challenged by varied opinions of what is best for the urban 

environment, and people – and this creates a dilemma in the planning process, and 

therefore an incomplete planning process for local open space. This dilemma can 

then mean that planners may avoid decision-making, or incorrectly plan open 

spaces.  Planning ‘for all’ instead of ‘many’ makes the distinction between what 

planning process suggests for design and the basic needs of space (Porter, quoted in 

Sandercock, 1998). Mitchell suggests that landscapes with the appropriate design 

elements create appropriate local green spaces that appeal to, and can be used by a 

range of demographics, loosely supporting Porter’s concept of ‘planning for all’. This 

view helps plan for more diverse communities and aid in the space transitions to 

place over time and the constant shifts that occur (Forristal 2012, Montgomery 
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1998). Mitchell (1995) advises against the ‘disneyfication’ of space –overly design 

and contrived landscapes that do not foster the correct environment for use and 

social interaction (Mitchell, 1995, 119). Chiesura (2004) illustrates, in Figure 1, how 

urban parks contribute to a greater quality of space for local areas and therefore 

contribute to a sustainable city on a greater scale.  

 

 

 

 

Cheisura’s diagram illustrates that urban parks contribute to greater quality of life 

and therefore authentic sense of place (Forristal, 2012). The transition from space to 

place is achieved through distinctions of space, and the representation of space and 

representation between spaces (Mitchell 1995, Montgomery 1998). Additional to 

this, discussion has circulated around whether the urban form itself contributes to 

place or the cultural value of open spaces (Cheisura 2004; Forristal 2012). The 

infrastructure of space, such as landmarks, style and types of buildings are linked to 

the rational objective classical view of urban design – focused on provision, not 

design of open spaces (Sternberg, 2000). Montgomery supports the social value as a 

contributor through Alexander’s (1979) idea of ‘mental maps’ – the self-guiding 

principles that people form in their suburb and its points of interest (Montgomery, 

1998). Such mapping comes as the result of people identifying what is safe, 

comfortable and familiar for them in their locality, and helps to understand the 

concept of place wider than the physical attributes (Montgomery, 1998). POS as 

place is closely linked with the identity of space and the ability to identify "where 

things belong” in local settings (Quigley, 1998, 127), which Forristal describes as a 

great advantage to preserving identity of local parks (Forristal et al, 2012). The 

combination of design measures: infrastructure, identity and sound layout - are 

factors that contribute to the transition from space to place, and therefore useable 

Figure 1: Contributing elements to greater POS quality (Cheisura, 2004) 
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open spaces. 

2.12 – Links between facilities and use of open space  

The types of local POS are based on their design, and their intended purpose to 

community. Literature by Jones et al (2009) and Giles-Corti et al (2006) note that the 

‘types’ of local open spaces include; formal, natural, young peoples, sports and 

informal. In these local open spaces, the facilities and attractive parts of local open 

as the ability to provide “activity, amenity, environmental quality and safety” (Giles- 

Corti et al, 2005 and Kaczynski et al, 2008). A limited diversity in the types and design 

of public open space is problematic, because if the wants and needs of community 

are not met, open spaces cease to be valued (Kent, Madden, 1998). It is the 

consideration of the elements as described by Giles-Corti (activity, amenity, 

environmental quality and safety) that help integrate landscape/vegetation, with 

social, environmental and physical elements (Cho and Lee, 2011, 1428). The 

integration of the above elements is enhanced by facilities, and a report by 

Schipperijn et al (2013) identifies a correlation between activity and use of space 

with the provision of amenities such as lighting, vegetation and seating areas 

(Badland et al, 2015, 79). Comparatively, Badland et al (2015) and Mitchell (1995) 

argue that facilities in parks, such as paths and playgrounds are more importance 

that amenities like bathrooms, water fountains and benches because they provide a 

greater benefit to space (Badland et al, 2015, 79). While research is conducted to 

identify the ‘good’ elements of POS, few parallels have been drawn in the literature 

to how these elements are used and how often in the creation of attractive and well-

utilized public open space.  

2.13 – Ability of POS to create and sustain vitality  

Public open spaces with a sense of vitality represent the successful parts of the 

urban fabric. Montgomery’s explanation of the term as sense of vitality - “the 

number of people in and around across different times, the use of facilities, the 

presence of an active street life, and the extent to which a place feels alive or lively” 

(Montgomery, 1998, 97) is consistent with strong urban design principles. Social 
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integration is a key function of the public realm and Montgomery reaffirms that 

being able to ‘escape’ to a vibrant open space is a distinguishable factor of open 

space with a level of vitality. Charles Landry supports Montgomery’s findings, noting 

that vitality in local parks is shaped by “diversity, accessibility, safety, identity and 

distinctiveness, innovativeness, linkage and organizational capacity” of spaces 

(Landry, 2008). The design of public open space is strongly associated with hard 

infrastructure and few theorists explore the soft infrastructure design – integration 

and consideration of the social and cultural. However, as noted by Buchanan the 

many facets of urban vitality extend far beyond the space itself, i.e. to the street and 

home (Buchanan in Montgomery, 1998, 95). The recognition of ‘soft infrastructure’ – 

or the use of space (Montgomery, 1998,104) is important, especially in recognizing 

the levels of social and cultural activity that create and enhance vitality and viability 

in these spaces (Landry, 2008). While vitality takes into consideration the soft and 

hard infrastructure of open space, the types of facilities are not explored exposing 

potential gaps in the literature.  

2.14 – Summary and Evaluation  

This review has summarised the research and guiding policy elements of public open 

space design, as well as identify the facilities that best contribute to positive use and 

perceptions of local open spaces. In Perth, the transition from public open space as a 

provision in the Stephenson Hepburn Plan, to the modern concept of POS a social 

hub, has greatly affected its design and implementation, particularly in suburbs and 

local parks. Much of the literature takes a standpoint towards planning policy, rather 

than focus on the elements of design and facilities- this can be attributed to 

contentions between new urbanism and landscape urbanism. Consequently, there 

are different approaches in the design of local parks, with focus on active and 

passive open capacities. This review has identified the areas of future research and 

the need to for further investigation into the need to incorporate both soft and hard 

facilities into public open space, the focus of this dissertation. Planning theory, as 

well as societal perceptions of public open space has shaped how urban design 

facilities have the ability to create and sustain use and perceptions of local open 

space.  
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CHAPTER 3  CASE STUDIES 

3. 1 – Introduction to Case Study Sites 

Research was focused on three local parks in the metropolitan area. The study areas 

are: Ardross, Ellenbrook and Melville – with each located in different proximities of 

the Perth CBD.  The research focuses on analyzing the use and perceptions of local 

parks, and each case study carefully analyses the attempts, through the amount and 

quality of facilities in open space, to influence the character through public open 

space. With different demographics and aged suburbs, my chosen studies look at a 

range of local parks.  

3.2 - Park Aerial Overview  

To aid in visualization of the parks aerial images of each park are located below 

(Figures 2,3,4). This ensures a better understanding of each of the sites in terms of 

size, arrangement and broad design. The aerial images also aid in the justification of 

each site, due to the differences in design and arrangements of each park.  The type 

and age of the three parks are varied - Shirley Strickland can be characterised as an 

older park in terms of its oval design and layout and design focus on playing fields – 

reflecting a park of the ‘Reform’ era (Cranz, 1997). Annie’s Landing and Kadidjiny 

Park meanwhile can be characterised as  ‘Please Ground’ parks due to their smaller 

size, but greater attention to the inclusion of hard infrastructure and activity in the 

open spaces.  

3.3 – Local Significance  

Following on from the aerial images of each of the case study parks, maps show the 

parks in the context of their suburb. A pedestrian shed (PED Shed) is a way to 

measure the ability to move through a neighbourhood and its facilities, and the 

efficiency of such movements, by walking. Markings at 400m and 800m distances 

from each case study park have been made to illustrate a 5 and 10 minute walking 

distance or PED shed, as shown in Figures 5,6,7.  As shown in each of the maps, the 
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three case study parks are the only major local parks in their area and therefore can 

be seen as an open space focal point for residents and visitors of the suburb.  

The aerial maps illustrate the local and surrounding context for each of the case 

study sites. Kadidjiny Park in Melville is the only public open space with a 400m 

radius, as the other oval space is for Melville primary school and not for public use 

during school hours. There is only one large oval space within an 800m radius of 

Kadidjiny Park.  Comparatively, there are no parks within a 400m radius of Shirley 

Strickland Reserve in Ardross, meaning that the space serves as the only public open 

space for a portion of the Ardross community. At an 800m distance from the 

reserve, there are 5 much smaller public open spaces. Finally, Annie’s Landing in 

Ellenbrook serves as the only local park for residents within a 400m radius, with only 

2 much smaller local parks within the larger 800m radius.  
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Figure 2: Annie’s Landing, Ellenbrook (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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Figure 3: Shirley Strickland Reserve, Ardross (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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Figure 4: Kadidjiny Park, Melville (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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Figure 5: Annie’s Landing, Ellenbrook (Nearmaps, 2016) 

Figure 6: Shirley Strickland Reserve, Ardross (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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Figure 7: Kadidjiny Park, Melville (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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3.4  – West Australian Demographics: Overview  
 
Demographics of suburbs have the ability to impact the wants and needs of the 

community, and this is applicable to local parks. ABS census data (Figure 8, below) 

shows the demographic age distribution across Western Australia.   

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

The figure shows fairly consistently proportioned age groups from the brackets 0-4 

progressing to 50-54; indicating a young to middle aged population. A reduced aging 

population is evident in the figure, noting a decreasing portion of the population 

from the 60-64 through to 85+ groups.   

 
3.5 - City of Melville 
 
The study has two parks located in the City of Melville – Kadidjiny Park (Melville) and 

Shirley Strickland Reserve (Ardross). Deemed as an ‘inner city suburb’, the City of 

Melville is located 11km from the Perth central business district and surrounding 

locality of Fremantle (Curtis et al, 2015, 22). The graph below, Figure 9, highlights the 

demographics for Ardross in the most recent 2011 census period.  
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Figure 8: Western Australian Demographics, 2011 (ABS, 2011) 
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Unlike the WA census data, the Ardross demographics show 2 peaks, in the 10- 24 

age brackets and the 40-59 age groups. With the larger portions between 10-19 and 

40-54, this can suggest middle aged couples with teenage children. This could also 

account for the smaller margins of young children and 25-34 age groups.  However, 

the Ardross profile is consistent with the profile of the elderly as the WA census 

information, with a consistently falling portion of older people in the suburb.  Figure 

10 (below) shows the census information of the other City of Melville suburb – 

Melville.  
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Figure 9: Ardross Suburb Demographics (ABS, 2011) 

Figure 10: Melville Suburb Demographics (ABS, 2011) 
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The demographics and age distribution of Melville is very similar to Ardross; also 

reflecting the same peaks as well as suggesting the same family structures. This 

indicates that across the City of Melville, the age groups are fairly consistent and 

therefore provides guidance towards the expectation of facilities to be provided in 

local parks.  

 

3.6 - City of Swan  
 
The final case study space is Ellenbrook, located as part of the City of Swan.  On the 

outskirts of the metropolitan region, in a peri-urban area, Ellenbrook has been 

developed over a period of 20 years, and a result each village has adapted to 

changes in the needs of the Perth broader region. Example of this is through local 

parks - in the different stages of development, in regards to the quality and design 

elements of open space.  The case study site is located in Annie’s Landing, the final 

village of the Ellenbrook site and as with the rest of the development, it is expressed 

by a resident as “vibrant town with an old fashioned sense of community – with 

community consultation and support, innovative planning and a range of housing 

options” (McManus, 1992, 14). Attention has been given to public open space 

allocations and locations of the site. Approximately 25% of Ellenbrook (750 acres) is 

allocated to parks and open space. The purpose of this has been explained as to 

‘restore natural bush while also creating new open spaces’ (McManus, 1992, 13).  

The demographics of Ellenbrook provide insight into the type of community that has 

been established and the design and types of local parks made available to the local 

and broader Ellenbrook community. Figure 11 reflects current 2011 data for the  

suburb.  
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As reflected in the graph, Ellenbrook has a significantly younger population than the 

parks in the City of Melville.  The age brackets between 0-14 are significantly higher 

than the older demographics from 45 onwards. The younger population can be 

attributed to young families in the area.  A notable change in the graph is the 15-19 

and 20-24-age brackets, which account for lower portions of the population before 

rising again in the 25-29 brackets.  

 

3.7 - Case Comparisons 

As part of the Ellenbrook township, the Annie’s Landing site is still in development 

and therefore has not reached its complete potential population yet, in comparison 

to the City of Melville, which is already a well-developed local government area, as 

supported by the previous density figures.  It is noted that Ellenbrook’s continuing 

development provides some restriction on the amount of people using the park. 

Census data has established the dominant demographic age groups in each suburb – 

reflecting both a young and aged populations. As demographics of suburbs vary over 

time, so too do the people that use local open parks and therefore raises the issue – 

who to plan spaces for; the current local population, future residents or the broader 

community? As Vital explains, in order to create successful local open spaces, a 

balance between must be found in order to encourage frequent use of POS  (Vital, 

2005, 4).  
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Figure 11: Ellenbrook Suburb Demographics (ABS, 2011) 
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CHAPTER 4  METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH METHODS 

 
The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the connections and relationship 

between the provision of facilities of local public open space and the subsequent use 

and perceptions of them. The initial research and investigations towards open 

spaces began with a broad literature review identifying the background, context and 

policies of open space in Western Australia, particularly Perth before narrowing the 

focus towards local parks. A deductive, or top down, research approach has been 

used in order to acknowledge the general understanding of public open space to 

then formulate research and hypotheses specific to local public open space use 

(Canhoto, Rose and Spinks, 2015).  The use of questionnaires was used to 

understand who uses the local spaces and how much they make use of the 

amenities, providing information about public perceptions, linking to objective 4 of 

the project. This will allowed linkages to be made between use and perceptions of 

open space, and provide basis for comparison with the research collected in the 

audit. The use of a survey fulfills research objectives 2 and 4 of the project, and 

allowed for the project will to collect new and insightful information regarding local 

open space use and perception studies.   

4.1 - Methodology  

The research will take an overall qualitative approach. The research has been 

conducted through a case study methodology approach, defined by Yin (2009) as – 

“an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and 

within its real-life context” (Yin, 2009, 18). Yin also recommends the research 

scenarios in which a case study should be used and the applicable scenario is when 

trying to understand and answer “how” and “why” questions – applied in the 

research towards local POS use (Baxter and Jack, 2008, 544).   As an empirical 

enquiry, the research had the potential to investigate local open spaces in a real-life 

context, through the use of three case studies (Yin, 1984, 23).  

As a multiple case study approach was undertaken– focusing on the provision, or 

lack of, elements within a number of local public open space and the public use and 
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perceptions of them – comparison and contrast between the three parks can be 

made. The multiple case study process, as illustrated in Figure 12, below, 

demonstrates the research approach taken in the study, then followed by the cross 

case comparison and analysis.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As Yin explains, the use of multiple case studies provides greater benefit for 

comparison and analysis (Yin, 2009, 18). The multiple case study methodology fulfills 

the objectives of the project because of its ability to bring out details from the 

viewpoint of the participant by using multiple data sources (Tellis, 1997, 1).  The 

multiple data sources were gathered through concurrent data collection, which 

Figure 12: The multiple case study process to be used and followed in the research 

(Canhoto, Rose and Spinks, 2015)  
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involves collection and analysis of qualitative and quantitative data at the same time 

(Creswell, 2009,15).  This approach allowed research to be collected in a shorter 

time period, fitting with the time constraints of the project (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 

2003).  

The case studies were centered on 3 local parks around Perth, providing the ability 

for contrast and comparison between them. The selected local parks were; 

- Shirley Strickland Oval, Ardross 

- Annie’s Landing Park, Ellenbrook 

- Kadidjiny Park, Melville 

Each of the parks was identified for their varied features and their place in 

differently aged suburbs, as these factors are thought to reflect different approaches 

to open space and parks, as identified in the literature review.  Due to the time 

constraints of the project, the case studies were selected due to the easy access of 

research data, and ability to collect data about how local green spaces were utilized 

in the suburbs (Stake, 1995,4).   

4.2 – Research Methods 

This research project seeks to address the gaps around local suburban park use 

perception and design. To build upon the existing research data around 

metropolitan parks as the result of policy (such as Stephenson Hepburn and Liveable 

Neighbourhoods) the research takes a multi-faceted approach. The data collection 

methods provide triangulation between the research, literature and fieldwork, on 

the types of facilities, perceptions and use of local open space.  

Qualitative research provides information that reflects the human impacts of space 

and contributes to develop an understanding of the way people, use and interact 

with space and the values, opinions, behaviors, and social contexts (Northeast 

University, 2015, 1). Comparatively, quantitative research refers to the “collection of 

numerical data that is analysed using methods of a mathematical nature’. (Aliaga 

and Gunderson, 2000 in Mujis, 2004, 1). The combination of both qualitative and 
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quantitative data provides a mixed method approach, allowing flexible and well-

rounded research that considers and investigates the statistical and analytical 

research data (Mujis, 2004, 8). The following methods were undertaken;  

- Audit 

- Questionnaire 

- Observational Mapping Survey  

The multiple methods approach will act as a way to integrate the information from 

the parks and compare one data source with the other (Creswell, 2008, 215). The 

triangulation of data will provide comparative research and detail into the wants and 

needs of local open space, as well as public perceptions and use of public open 

spaces. Consequently, the collection and interpretation of the data addresses the 

theoretical and practical gaps as identified in the literature.  

4.3 - Audit 

An audit is recognised as an observational method, and in this research project its 

purpose will be measuring what facilities are in the case study parks. An audit tool 

serves as a type of checklist to record the occurrence of objects and or people within 

a space. An indicator of the audit’s research strength is the ability to measure 

objects consistently across a field of research (Black, 1999, 236).  

The design of the audit tool has taken influence from POS Tool and the System for 

Observing Physical Activity and Recreation in Natural Areas  (SOPARNA) audit tools – 

to ensure the data collected and elements assessed can then be compared with 

existing measure of local open space. SOPARNA is an observation tool measuring the 

active and recreational elements of outdoor settings, as well as the elements of 

space; to assess people’s use and behaviour within them. A limitation of the 

SOPARNA tool is that is limited in the facilities measured, only acknowledging the 

physical aspects of space. Similarly, POS Tool examines the location and provisions of 

facilities within public open space in parks across the Perth and Peel regions (POS 

Tool, 2016), yet only acknowledges small aspects of parks amenity and facilities. The 
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audit tool developed (see appendices) was used consistently across the case study 

parks. The use of an audit as a research tool design perceptions and use of urban 

spaces, in a way that no other research method can (Creswell, 2008, 217). A key 

benefit of conducting an audit is that data can be collected in a natural setting, and 

in a relatively short amount of time (Black, 1999, 236). The ease of data collection 

can also be contributed to the fact that information can be collected without 

interfering with the environmental or people’s actions in the space (Yin 1994).  

The audit was collected in person, rather than a desktop study. Visiting each site 

provided opportunity for research instrument alterations to the research 

instrument, as there is the ability to record small scale details that may not be 

accessible or detailed enough to be encountered in a desktop study (Kumer, 2011, 

148).   The table (Table 1 below) illustrates the facilities of parks, as identified 

through literature and audits, as well as any missing elements, which have 

influenced the elements to be included in my own audit tool. The POS Tool has been 

used as the basis for this comparison. My audit tool was constructed with the POS 

tool as the basis, then adding any other facilities that literature had noted – this 

resulted in a mixed audit tool.  

 

 

 

 

POS Tool Broomhall  

(2005) 

Badland 

(2015) 

Nordh 

(2013) 

SOPARNA Amended 

Research Audit 

Tool 

Trees/Shade Shade     

Trees 

Bins 

Bike racks 

Gazebo/Pergola 

Hardstand 

Rubbish Bin Rubbish Bins     

Dual use path/ 

Walking Path 

Walking Paths Paths  

 

 Bike/walking 

path 

Children’s 

Playground 

Play Equipment Playgrounds   

Table 1: Facilities: Literature and Practice Analysis 
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Parking Parking Facilities    Space 

Play Equipment 

Water Fountain 

Toilet Facilities 

Bench 

Cricket Pitch 

Bike Path 

Drink Fountain 

Barbeque 

Picnic Tables 

Football Goals 

Foot Path 

Fencing 

Lighting 

Car parking 

Motorcycle 

Parking 

Parental Parking 

Handicap 

Parking 

Public Transport 

 

Toilets Toilets Bathrooms   

Fitness Circuit    Fitness 

Stations 

Basketball/Netball 

Hoop 

    

Seating Seating Seating areas Seating Seating 

Ball Courts     

Dog Space Dog walking 

facilities 

  Dog Walking 

Facilities 

Café/Kiosk Cafe    

Public Transport Public Transport    

Lighting  Lighting   

Drink Fountain Drink Fountain    

Cricket Pitch    Sports Fields 

Barbecue Barbecues    

Gazebo    Picnic Area 

 Green space Vegetation Vegetation  

 Fencing  Enclosure  

 Picnic Tables    

 Clubrooms  Buildings  

  Water 

Fountains 

  

 

 

The presence of the following were identified in audit data collection; 

trees/vegetation, play equipment, water fountains, walk and bike paths, undercover 

areas, barbeque equipment, bathroom facilities and bench seats.  
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4.3.1 Analysis 

Individual counts and presence of park elements were noted on a case-by-case basis 

to provide singular and grouped data, and then graphed for easier comparison. Each 

set of graphs was compared against one another to identify any differences of 

elements in the parks.  Analysis of the audit identified the elements of the POS Tool 

and SOPARNA that are not present and provide reasoning’s as to why these are 

important considerations of elements, and should be added to the tools. Finally the 

outcomes of the research will be analysed against the identified elements identified 

in the literature review in the hope of providing new research outcomes.  

4.4 - Survey 

Presser (1984, 95) provides a definition of a survey and its value to research, as “any 

data collection operation that gathers information from human respondents by 

means of a standardized questionnaire in which the interest is in aggregates rather 

than particular individuals” (Gallhofer, Willem, 2007,1). In this study, surveys have 

been used to gain quantitative descriptions of the amount of time spent as well as 

the number of visits per week. Qualitative questions were also included in the 

questionnaire to provide insight into attitudes, or opinions of park visitors (Creswell, 

2008, 13). The questionnaire was used as a way to understand who uses the local 

spaces and how much they make use of the amenities. The survey provides 

information about the perceptions of space, which relates back to objective four of 

the project. This allowed for linkages to be made between use and perceptions of 

open space, as well as comparison with the research collected in the audit. The use 

of a survey fulfills research objectives two and four, the amount and types of 

facilities, and perceptions and expectations.  

A total of 59 surveys were collected, with the questionnaires analysed on a site-by-

site basis, as well as on a whole. The questionnaire design was focused on identifying 

the attitudes, perceptions, views and opinions of people towards local open spaces 

(Black, 1999, 215). A limitation of questionnaires is the lack of response rate they can 

gather – as people may feel their time is being wasted. The instrument has been 
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designed to only investigate specific information relevant to the research, by being 

short, which is hoped to provide greater incentive for participation. Participants 

were notified of the 5-10 minute time period that the questionnaire required.  To 

allow for a mix of age and demographics, some selection was employed to gather 

information from a range of people.  In order to achieve the greatest success rate of 

questionnaires, data was initially collected in the morning and afternoon, ‘busy’ time 

periods of the day when potential use of parks is greatest, were chosen - deemed 

time periods, 10-12am and 4-6pm – providing a temporal study of the parks. The 

surveys were conducted on a day with fine weather in anticipation of more people 

using the park in good weather, rather than poor conditions.  

4.4.1 Survey Design  

The survey tool was constructed to collect qualitative and quantitative data to 

ensure a scope of information was collected (see appendices). The use of both 

structured questions and likert scales were included in the survey as a way to gain 

information and perceptions that the audit cannot adequately fulfill (Gray, 2014, 

385). Questionnaires containing nine questions were conducted across the three 

study areas. The surveys were conducted on both weekends and weekdays, to try 

and achieve a greater diversity of respondents. A likert scale was used in order to 

quantify people’s positive or negative perceptions of space.  When creating the 

scales, response opinions were constructed with an even number (4) of options, 

eliminating a midpoint in the questionnaire.  This design consideration is preferable 

because it increases the validity of the questions as it eliminates any 'uncertain' 

answers by the respondents (Garland, 1991, 66). This supports in-depth analysis of 

the data and the drawing of conclusions. 

 

Qualitative data collection was made through structured questions about the 

elements that people value in space as well as those missing and would provide 

great value to the parks. Qualitative (open) questions are an important tool in the 

questionnaire, as they allow the respondent to answer questions in their own words, 

rather than have predetermined and selected answers (Ketchen et al, 2007). This 

process was beneficial as it provided new information that was not anticipated or 
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thought about in the questionnaire design (Crawford, 1997, 36).  

4.4.2 – Analysis          

The questionnaire responses were analysed to assess and compare the results 

against the other research tools – audit and observational mapping. The age, gender 

and locational responses of the questionnaire will be graphed for individual and 

cross case comparison. Linkages will also be made through the questionnaires to ABS 

census demographics, to understand the types and proportions of people using the 

space. ABS comparison research was also used to help determine the suburb 

demographics, and understand if there is correlation with the greater provision of 

park features and use by people, as well as patronage of locals and people from 

other suburbs. Analysis of the responses was used to organize the qualitative (open) 

questions.  

 

4.5 Observational Mapping Survey 

Observational behavioural mapping serves as a way to provide research correlations 

between provision of facility and use of local parks. Cosco et al (2010, 513) 

recognises the method as a way of “observing behavior and associated built 

environment components and attributes”.  Observational mapping does not provide 

any direct impact on the use of the park and allows the measurement of activity and 

locations of people to be conducted simultaneously (Cosco et al, 514), providing data 

to answer research objectives two and three regarding types of facilities and the 

relationships between use and provision. Cosco et al emphasises the usefulness of 

observations in “assessing behavior linked to detailed physical characteristics of 

outdoor areas” (Cosco et al, 2010, 513) and provides both qualitative and 

quantitative data. The mapping provided an additional visual element to the project, 

allowing observations as a researcher to be recorded (Cosco et al, 2010, 514). The 

use of an observational mapping survey enables the recording of the interactions 

within parks and the use of parks. This information was useful as it helped to inform 

research around what facilities were used in local open space, but also the different 
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ages of people (Black, 1999, 236). Golicnik et al notes that the two elements – visual 

and observational research- contribute to the understanding and evaluations of local 

parks for both planners and designers (Golicnik et al, 2010, 169). Being able to 

inform outside the planning profession aids in the better deliverance of local spaces, 

as there is possibility for more people to be aware of the needs of such spaces.  

 

When observing people, the primary use of space was recognised as the facility or 

activity that was in use by the person for the longest period of time. The secondary 

uses of the space were recorded in the observational table as the additional uses of 

the open space. To ensure distinctions were made between people using the park 

and simply passing, people were recorded if they remained in the space for a period 

longer than 5 minutes. Data collection of the parks occurred over a 2-week period, 

mapping the use and behaviours of people in open spaces. Observations were 

conducted in 2 hour time periods from 10am – 12pm and 4pm -6pm. Collected on a 

weekday (Wednesday) and weekend (Sunday) comparative data as well as any 

variations in use and visitation of parks on different days were recorded. 

A map to record observations was created using local council Intramaps to provide a 

aerial of the site. Multiple maps were taken to each site visit to record the data sets 

at each observational mapping interval (see appendices). The initial use or point of 

visitation by a person was marked on the map by an number, followed by connector 

lines with the following use of the space by the person (Depooter et al, 2004, 687, 

Whyte 1980). Each visitor to the park within the time periods was then noted in the 

observational table. When groups of more than 3 people used the park, they were 

noted in the table as 1 visitor and the collective movements of the group in the 

space were noted.  

An excel graph was used to illustrate the number, estimated age and genders of 

people observed in the space during each time period, across all three parks. 

Additionally, map data was plotted on Photoshop to provide digital maps of people’s 

movements in space. Each set of map data, on the weekend and weekday for each 

park, was then compared against each other as well as across the three parks. This 
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process noted the common facilities used and the repeated visitation of particular 

areas of the park, as well as any key points of interest.  

 

4.6 - Ethical Considerations of Research Methods 

 
The ethical implications of each research method have been considered in the 

context of the thesis research. The instrument has been designed to avoid any 

personal questions as an anonymous instrument, demonstrating low ethical risks. 

Consideration of time inconvenience were also noted, by keeping the length of the 

survey to 2 pages, or 5-10 minutes of time to complete. Consideration was given to 

participant consent, with an information sheet and consent tick box located as the 

initial question. The audit and observational mapping offered no direct interaction 

with people in the park and therefore posed no foreseeable risk to those in the park. 
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CHAPTER 5  RESULTS 

 
The selected case studies are spaces at the local level, serving as open spaces 

complimentary to the larger neighbourhood and district open spaces.  Each of the 

parks represents a key part of the public realm. Shirley Strickland is one of the 

largest and well-known open spaces within Ardross and is therefore a hub of activity 

for people outside of the home. Shirley Strickland is reflective of a local park with a 

focus on the active needs of open space, and is often used for sporting activities and 

training. However, the park is also well used by the dog walking community. Shirley 

Strickland’s user demographics are in the 15-49 age groups, with the most used 

facilities of the space the shade/trees, playground and oval space. Kadidjiny Park is 

another local park in the Melville area, which services the young to middle-aged 

demographics of the suburb. Located next to a primary school, much of the parks 

activity is in the weekday afternoon and weekend periods, as an attractive social 

space with dominance of passive facilities. Finally, the newest local park, Annie’s 

Landing in Ellenbrook, serves a largely local population who note the park as an 

important part of the suburb and its open spaces. With a mix of passive and active 

facilities, the park was used most in the weekend morning period. Like Shirley 

Strickland and Kadidjiny Park, the most used facilities were shade, seating and 

pathways. The different types of open space, with active and passive purposes, 

service the open space needs of locals and visitors, however the use and perceptions 

of them varied from park to park, as to be explained in the following chapter.  

 
5.1 - Audit of Facilities 
 
The audit results showed that each park contained 3 key features: grass, 

vegetation/trees and parking. However, the additional features attracted the 

different demographics, as evident in the questionnaire and observational mapping 

data results.  

 

After carrying out the audit across all three case study sites, the graphing of results 

can be seen in Table 2, below, where they are compared against each other. Across 
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the 23 facilities listed in the audit, the highest was 14/23 by Kadidjiny Park. The audit 

of Kadidjiny Park in Melville demonstrated it was the most comprehensive – 

possessing close to all of the features in the audit tool, as well as high numbers of 

each facility. The data reveals that Kadidjiny Park and Annie’s Landing have a lower 

focus on facilities for sporting – with no sports pitch or goal facilities. Comparatively, 

Shirley Strickland was the only local park that provided sporting facilities and cricket 

pitches, however was also the only park without any path facilities.  That is that 

Shirley Strickland is better equipped for active use because of its facilities it provides 

while Kadidjiny Park and Annie’s Landing have the facilities better suited towards 

recreational passive uses. 

  

 

Table 2: Audit tool data 
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As well measuring the number of facilities through the audit tool, a section deemed 

‘other’ was created to note any unusual or uncommon facilities that were not in the 

tool and not present at any/most of the identified sites, shown in Figure 13 below. 

Both Shirley Strickland and Kadidjiny Park recorded extra facilities. The additional 

facilities at Shirley Strickland and Kadidjiny Park may account for the greater use of 

the parks, for example the clubrooms at Kadidjiny Park were a key node for 

movements in the observational mapping survey. Furthermore, the rugby goals were 

a well-utilised facility at Shirley Strickland with 3 of 16 questionnaire participants 

saying they had used them during their visit.  

 

 
5.1.1 – Audit Summary 
 
The audit results revealed that there was no consistent approach to the facilities 

provided in local open space. The results of the audit tool aid in addressing objective 

2, to understand the amount and types of facilities that are provided in Perth’s local 

open spaces. The facilities that were not present, or appeared least were sporting 

facilities (football goals, cricket pitch) and transport aids (parental parking, public 

transport) indicating facilities ignored in the planning of local open space. Across the 

23 facilities in the audit tool, only 8 were included across all three of the parks —

trees, bins, play equipment, toilet facilities, benches, drink fountains, lighting and car 

parking. The provision of these facilities indicate the parts of local open space 

implemented by their local governments as they were viewed as important or 

Figure 13: Additional Park Facilities  
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necessary to provide in space, and the research methods and data to follow help to 

reinforce or challenge this. 

 

5.2 - Observational Mapping Descriptors 
 
Observational mapping was conducted across three local parks. The observational 

mapping serves as a tool to record the movements and activities of people within 

open space and monitor the activities used.  Mapping was conducted at each park, 

on a weekday and weekend, in the morning and afternoon/evening periods. The 

following maps, Figures 17-28, highlight the mapping results. The weather in the 

observed times: in the morning temperatures from 15-17° and in the afternoon 

between 17-22°, fine weather.   

 

Kadidjiny Park 

Morning weekday observations of Kadidjiny Park observed 8 people moving about in 

the space. A number of people would linger outside the perimeter of the park, but 

not actually use the facilities. This is likely due to the parks proximity to a primary 

school, and the areas of shared parking. However, later in the observations a 

number of middle-aged (aged 35-55) individuals used the park and its facilities. The 

paths and playground were the most popular facilities. It was noted that people 

using the paths would stop and use other facilities such as the drink fountain and 

toilet facilities.  In comparison to the other parks observed, Kadidjiny Park was 

busiest in the weekday afternoon period. The afterschool period attracted middle-

aged parents with primary school age children as well as older teenagers who used 

the park and paths. It is the combination of these that, once again, the playground 

space as the main node of activity and use.   

The weekend data observed the people living nearby were the main users of the 

park in the morning periods. All six of the people observed in the research originated 

from nearby streets and houses opposite Kadidjiny Park. In the observed period, the 

gym equipment and benches were the key facilities used. The demographics of the 

users were young couples and the elderly, which is in keeping with the 
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demographics of the Melville area. In the afternoon, the people entering the site 

appeared to be coming for an occasion, suggesting Kadidjiny Park is a known social 

space, and therefore this attracted far larger groups of people, and all areas of the 

park and its facilities were being used. In this time, observations noted that people 

would linger more and move at a slower pace around the park. The demographics of 

people in the park at the time also corresponded with the facilities being used. 

Young families with young children stayed on the eastern edge of the park around 

the playground and toilets, while in comparison the young and middle aged without 

children used the open grass spaces and gym equipment. Even when it began to get 

darker, it was noted that the lights around the park meant that the park still felt safe 

and people using the park still moved reasonable distances around the park and 

engaged with the facilities in the same way as earlier in the observational time. 
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Figure 14 – Kadidjiny Park Weekday (AM) 

Figure 15 – Kadidjiny Park Weekday (PM) 
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Figure 17 – Kadidjiny Park Weekend (PM) 

Figure 16 – Kadidjiny Park Weekend (AM) 
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Shirley Strickland Reserve, Ardross 

 

Shirley Strickland Reserve in Ardross includes 3 oval spaces – a football size sunken 

oval space, a flat rugby field and a second oval space on a hill. The topography of the 

site is a factor in the use and observational of the park. At Shirley Strickland the 

movements of people show variations between the morning and evening times, as 

well as different movements and ages of people on the weekends and weekdays.  A 

lot of the movement was around the edge of the parks and ovals, which could be 

attributed to the fact that all facilities are located on the perimeters.  

 

The initial mapping observations were made on a weekday.  In the morning, people 

using Shirley Strickland walked a greater distance and travelled further around the 

park than they did during early evening.  People using the park travelled across both 

sides of the oval and engaged with both the open spaces of the park as well as the 

facilities. As the mapping was conducted on a weekday during school hours, the 

demographics of those using the park was largely within the 30-70-age bracket. The 

weekday (afternoon) mapping also showed that people using the park came from 

both the parking areas as well as the surrounding streets.  

 

The evening observations of Shirley Strickland reflected a difference in use. In 

comparison, the evening mapping was largely concentrated around the perimeters 

of the park, with all of the users entering and exiting from the park from the parking 

areas. As it got late, fewer people arrived at Shirley Strickland – as the lights were 

not on – and as a result any movement was in proximity of the lights/safer areas. 

The demographics of the park in the evening reflect a different group of people than 

those noted in the morning mapping – with the key age groups much younger, in the 

15-50 age bracket. As the mapping was this time out of school hours, families and 

school children were observed to be using the park more. As a result, more of the 

sporting facilities – cricket pitch and football goals – were used more frequently.  

 

Observational mapping of Shirley Strickland during the same morning and evening 

hours on a weekend provided data for comparison against the weekday uses and 
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demographics. People using the park during the morning were largely centered on 

the main oval. Most people walked from the surrounding streets rather than driving 

which meant that the car park space was very empty. The users of the park were 

walking dogs or walking laps of the oval, with most users following the shape and 

topography of the oval. The park facilities at Shirley Strickland that were used most 

were bench seats, bins and the drink fountain. These facilities correlate with the 

activities of people during the observed time. In comparison to the weekend 

morning observations, the sports facilities of the oval were used and therefore 

expanded the active use of the park.  Additionally, the observations showed that the 

weekdays had a far wider demographic – with all age groups from young to elderly 

engaging in the park.  

 

The final data of Shirley Strickland was the mapping of people on a weekend, in the 

evening. The most obvious change from the weekday observations was the amount 

of people using the park – a greater amount than in the morning. An interesting 

observation, as reflected in the mapping, was the movements of people and the 

distances people travelled in the park. In the evening when it got darker, people 

would either leave the park or retreat from the middle areas of the park to move to 

the outskirts, where the limited lights are located. This suggests that people did not 

feel safe enough to stay in the park during the evenings. During the week, people 

stayed more so on the small ovals and their activities did not move far from where 

people arrived and parked. On the weekend, people using the park engaged in both 

recreational and active activities, with the four facilities most frequently used: the 

playground, clubrooms, benches and football goals.  
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Figure 18 – Shirley Strickland Weekday (AM) 

Figure 19 – Shirley Strickland Weekday (PM) 
 



 

 49 

 

Figure 20 – Shirley Strickland Weekend (AM) 
 

Figure 21 – Shirley Strickland Weekend (AM) 
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Annie’s Landing 

 

The Annie’s Landing Playground is located towards the back of the Ellenbrook 

development, and the Annie’s Landing development is still under construction – 

limiting the amount of people with local access to the park. In combination with the 

younger demographics, interesting information about access and use were revealed 

in the weekend and weekday observations. The use of key facilities – playground, 

paths - and the age of people using them; in the estimated 15- 29 age group, was a 

key finding of the mapping.  All of the observations show that the playground, shade 

and barbeque areas located next to the car park was the focal point for much of the 

activities.  

 

On the weekend, morning use of Annie’s Landing was extensive and people moved 

all over the park space. It is also important to note that people arrived by walking as 

well as by car. 55% of people observed did not move from the gazebo and 

playground areas – emphasizing the frequent use of these facilities. People tended 

to arrive at the park and use the pathways as a guide to other features, like the 

shade, bins and drink fountain.  In the early afternoon the people using the park 

were with the estimated age groups from 29-45, which is in keeping with the young 

demographics of Ellenbrook. Towards the end of the observational time, a slightly 

older demographic began to use the space, but more so on the open grass for active 

pursuits such as running. This meant that the playground and benches – or the 

previous focal point of the space – were not used.    

 

The observations in the morning of the weekday showed similar behaviours to the 

weekend mapping. People originated from all areas of the park, by walking and 

driving – suggesting both locals as well as visitors used the park. In the first hour, 

park users were all middle-aged women with children, and as a result used the 

facilities suitable for young children; open grassed areas, playground, drink fountain 

and benches. Comparatively, a woman estimated in her mid 60’s by herself used the 

park for benches and the paths, sticking to the outer edges of the park. The 

afternoon mapping observations for the weekend yielded the lowest number of 
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visitors for the park. All 6 people noted in the observations were within the first 

hour. The early users of the park were mainly women and men with young children, 

with both sets of people spending the longest period of time (approximately 15 

minutes) in the playground, before moving to areas of shade or to use the benches. 

The younger demographics observed are compatible with Ellenbrook’s 

demographics. In the observed time period, older demographics were noted to be 

using the paths moving longer distances, around 300m around the park space. In this 

time, the playground area remained a key node in the park. Later in the observations 

the distance people travelled was much shorter and was only along paths with 

sufficient lighting and passive surveillance.   
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Figure 22 –Annie’s Landing Weekday (AM) 
 

Figure 23 –Annie’s Landing Weekday (PM) 
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Figure 24 –Annie’s Landing Weekend (AM) 
 
 

Figure 25 –Annie’s Landing Weekend (PM) 
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5.2.1 - Observational Mapping Summary 
 
Research conducted across the local open spaces highlighted that open spaces are 

used at different times and days, and therefore the provision of facilities and   

adaptability of space are important in use. Across the three local open spaces, the 

visitation and use of facilities varied from each case study site. At Shirley Strickland, 

the movements of people were focused around the edges of the oval, where the 

facilities were located. Comparatively, the movements of people at Annie’s Landing 

and Kadidjiny Park were around the perimeters as well as within the open space. 

These observations demonstrate why the inclusion and placement of facilities in 

important to the use of local open space.   Another result noted from the 

observational mapping was what time of day the parks were used most. Kadidjiny 

Park was used most in the afternoon period, which could be attributed to its location 

next to a primary school and therefore use of the park afterschool. Shirley Strickland 

was also used more in the afternoon period, which could be attributed to its identity 

as a active park and space for sports trainings in the afternoon. Annie’s Landing was 

the only local open space that was busier in the morning observational mapping. The 

variation in the times of use at each of the parks demonstrates that local open space 

must be capable to be used all times of the day and week – linking back to literature 

by Thompson (2008) noting that a variety in local open spaces – and their ability to 

be accessible and useable is conducive to people wanting to use them as they 

adequately cover the sporting and recreation needs of the community. The 

observational mapping also addresses research objectives three and four – to 

determine if there is a relationship between local open space use and the facilities 

provided, as well as address how the perceptions of local open space by people 

change in accordance with the facilities provided.  
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5.3 - Questionnaires 
 
As seen in Figure 27, the participants of Kadidjiny Park were the broadest age range, 

including young, middle age and senior members of the community. The 

respondents correlate with the demographics of the suburbs, as noted in the earlier 

census data in Chapter 4.  Ellenbrook is a suburb with a significant portion of its 

population in the 49 years and younger age groups, which is reflected in the age of 

respondents at Annie’s Landing. Similarly, the response rate of the 15-29 and 30-49 

age groups at Shirley Strickland are compatible with the census data for Ardross, and 

its demographics. This indicates a useful part of research around the facilities used 

and appreciated by people in the younger demographics. However, this also poses a 

limitation to the research, with sample bias from the questionnaire results.  The 

dominance of the 15-29 responses, which also indicates the dominant users of the 

open space. The surveys represent a sample of information, but it is not 

representative of the whole suburb and range of demographics.  

 

 

  

Figure 26 (above)– Questionnaire Respondent Age Demographics – Shirley Strickland, 
Annie’s Landing and Kadidjiny Park 
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Park association was also identified in the questionnaire – asking respondents to 

note if they were a local or a visitor from outside of the suburb, were identified, as 

shown in the graphs (below – Figures 27,28,29). The highest portion of visitors was 

at Shirley Strickland (32%) and the lowest 13% at Annie’s Landing. The higher portion 

of visitors at Shirley Strickland can be attributed to its status as a sporting field and 

therefore people travel farther to get to the open space. 87% of people using Annie’s 

Landing Park were locals, which could be attributed to the fact that the Annie’s 

Landing development is not yet finished, as well as its loscation outside of the Perth 

region. 

  

 

 

The graphs below demonstrate the different levels of weekly visitation across the 

three case study parks. The Shirley Strickland questionnaire recorded 9% of 

respondents that visited the park 7 days a week, suggesting the park as an important 

site for their day to say life. In addition, Shirley Strickland also recorded the lowest 

percentage of people - 33% or 7/21- who only used the park 1-2 days a week. It is 

evident that Shirley Strickland is the park that with the highest level of repeat 

visitation and use amongst the three case study sites. 

 

Figure 27,28,29  – Respondent Identified Association with Park 
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All three of the parks had the same responses for people’s attitudes towards the 

amount and provision of facilities in local parks – demonstrating a consistent 

attitude towards local open space (Table 3).  The importance and provision of 

facilities in local parks was deemed ‘somewhat important’ by people. Later in the 

survey when respondents were asked about the importance and provision of 

facilities within the local park they were using, there was a higher level of interest 

and value – with ‘important’ the rating given across all of the case study sites. A  

higher expectation of facilities in the parks could demonstrate that people are more 

concerned with the local park that they use, rather than the general standard of 

Perth’s local spaces.  

 

   

 

 

 Annie’s Landing Kadidjiny Park Shirley Strickland 

Importance of 
Facilities in Parks 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Provision of Facilities: 
Case Study Locations 

Important Important Important 

Figures 30: The amount of times people visited the park each week  

 

  

Table 3 – Perceptions of Facility Importance 
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Features of the park that were deemed ‘best’ varied from park to park. However, 

Annie’s Landing and Kadidjiny Park identified the same three most important 

facilities of the park, which helps to reinforce the importance of them to the 

community in terms of recreational and active value. Shirley Strickland, as a majorly 

oval space, was the only park to record the oval/green space as something of great 

value to those using it, with the shade and vegetation of the park also noted as 

something of importance.  The questionnaire also noted that people using Shirley 

Strickland appreciated the playground space.   

 

To gain further insight into people’s perceptions of the park, the final question asked 

if there were any missing facilities at the park, and if so would the inclusion of this 

encourage them to use the park more.  The missing facilities and areas for 

improvement in the parks reflect facilities of recreational and active purpose. The 

table below (Table 4) exemplifies the responses in regards to the most important 

and missing features.   
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Of the facilities used in the space, the most used were the footpaths, shade/trees 

and benches, with these facilities ranking highly across all three parks. Of the 

features present in each park, Annie’s Landing recorded the largest total amount of 

use and interaction with the park. As already discussed in the audit data, Shirley 

Strickland’s extra sporting facilities (e.g. cricket pitch, football goals) are well used. 

The highest used feature in Kadidjiny Park was footpaths, with 62% of people noting 

their use of them.  

 

 Annie’s Landing Kadidjiny Park Shirley Strickland 

Most Important 
Facilities 
(Top 3) 

- Shade (4) 
- Seating (4) 
- Pathways (3) 

- Shade (4) 
- Path (3)  
- Seating (3) 

- Shade (6) 
- Oval (6)  
- Playground (3) 

Missing Facilities 
(Top 3) 

-  Fencing (4) 
-  Skate Ramp (3) 
- Café (3) 
 

- Access Ramp (2) 
- Sporting 
Infrastructure (2) 
- Skate Ramp (2) 

- Path (4) 
- Barbeque (3) 
- Gym Equipment (3) 

Used - Bins 

- Trees 
- Bike racks 
- Pergola 
- Play 
equipment 
- Barbeque 
- Toilets 
- Bench 
- Picnic tables 
- Foot path  
- Drink 
fountain 

 

- Bins 

- Trees 
- Gym 
Equipment 
- Bike racks 
Amphitheatre 
- Play 
equipment 
- Barbeque 
- Toilets 
- Bench 
- Picnic tables 

- Foot path  
- Drink 
fountain 

 

- Bins 

- Trees 
- Play 
equipment 
- Toilets 
- Bench 
- Drink 
fountain 
- Cricket Net 
- Cricket Pitch 
- Football 
Goal 

- Court Space 
- Rugby Goals 
 

 

Table 4 – Use and Missing Facilities 



 

 60 

  

 
A final part of the questionnaire to understand people’s perceptions of space was 

asking people to describe their park in three words. The answers of the research 

have been consolidated in the table below, Table 5. Across the three case study local 

parks, the responses were mainly describing the social value of the park, and the 

descriptors of the space.   
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Figure 31 – Identified Facilities Used 
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5.3.1 – Questionnaire Summary  

 
A common trend across the questionnaire research, for all three parks, was that the 

quality and facilities of local parks in general was viewed in a different way than the 

park the person was using.  This suggests people want ‘their’ park to be good, and 

meet their needs and expectations of local parks – but not as fussed about Perth’s 

open spaces in general.  Another result noted from the questionnaires was that 

different demographics had different preferences of features. The older 

demographics preferred and used more of the paths, bathrooms, seats and shade, 

while the younger demographics used the playgrounds, sporting areas and drink 

fountain. The determination of what is used in local open space addresses objective 

three of the project, in understanding the perceptions of people towards facilities in 

local open space. 

 

Table 5: Descriptions of case study local parks 
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CHAPTER 6  DISCUSSION 

 

This discussion compares research data observed and recorded in the field with the 

literature, in order to draw possible new information and conclusions about facilities 

and use of local open spaces. The overarching finding of the research was that the 

provision of facilities in local parks does influence their use and perceptions, 

however it is not the only factor. The demographics of suburbs, proximity and 

amount of local parks in a suburb and the place of the park within the identity of the 

suburb are the other three contributing factors, which have been identified in the 

research complimentary to the initial focus on facilities in shaping use and 

perceptions of local parks. The discussion of results has been broken down according 

to the projects research objectives. 

 

Policy context shaping identity and provision of facilities in open space 

The literature review identified three key parts of information – current open space 

policy in Perth, types of open space and the design of local open spaces. Overarching 

policy in Western Australia —Liveable Neighbourhoods and the Stephenson Hepburn 

Plan—have shaped design and distribution of open space in the Perth metropolitan 

area and as a result, there is diversity in the form and function of local open space. 

Following on from this, rapid growth in the Perth region is affiliated with Buys and 

Kennedy’s recognition that open space standards are not what they used to be – 

evident in the literature review with the broad variations in what is expected of 

space — recreational, active, natural, well planned (Buys and Kennedy, 2015, 320).  A 

key gap in the research is that open space in Perth and its planning is based on policy 

that is not always applicable or appropriate to the Perth environment. As a result, 

policy is not well informed particularly on the local scale in terms of needs and 

facilities of local parks and changes need to be made to ensure policy that is more 

applicable and relevant to Perth’s current and future open spaces. Furthermore, only 

small amounts of research have been directed towards the value and perceptions 

that people have towards their open space and the way they use the space. The 

literature review revealed that richer information is needed to have a greater 
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understanding of public expectations of public open space in a suburban context 

(Cloke & Jones, 2001 in Sternberg, 2000, 2).   

Development of open green space, such as local open space, is not only significant to 

theory but also practice in the planning field. In the context of Perth, policy plays and 

important role in the way that local open space is planned, and its significance, not 

only in terms of provision, but also how through the facilities included. As discussed 

in the literature review, “Development Control Policy 2.3 Public Open Space in 

Residential Areas”, three policy objectives do not adequately consider the 

significance of having open space in Perth, and urban areas. The enhancement of 

local open space, through facilities, has potential to create residential spaces that 

contribute to positive the use and perceptions of local open spaces  (De Ridder et al, 

2004, 489).  

In the literature, Bjerke et al (2006, 35) notes that people will value the open spaces 

that are most conveniently provided to them for their needs and requirements. The 

other options of local parks within a suburb do have influence on the frequency of 

use and positive perceptions of local open space. In Melville, Ardross and Ellenbrook, 

the case study parks were identified as key local open spaces and most facility 

comprehensive open spaces. The accessibility to open space heavily influences the 

use and perceptions of space, and data collected in this study supports this, 

particularly information collected In the survey regarding local or visitor use.  Park 

users desire to have easy access to useable local parks can be tied back to Buys and 

Kennedy’s suggestion for balance between public and private spaces (Buys and 

Kennedy, 2015, 320). Furthermore, adequate local open spaces are heavily 

influenced by their ability to provide people with the social and recreational 

requirement of space, but also just be there at all for a green space outside of the 

home. 

 

Another indicator of positive user perceptions is evident in the questionnaire 

responses. Question 8 of the questionnaire, asked people to rate the importance of 

the case study park they were in, was noted as ‘important’ or ‘very important’ at 
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following:  68% at Annie’s Landing, 71% at Shirley Strickland and 77% at Kadidjiny 

Park. Survey respondents expressed deeper concern and interest in the park they 

use, in comparison to the general standard and provision of facilities. Literature by 

Francis et al (2012) and Kim (2004), support the research that the use of open space 

is related to the sense of community and identity they bring for people in local areas. 

This reinforces the need to create and maintain useable and attractive local parks in 

Perth, as the provision of spaces appropriate for activity and recreation outside 

fosters strong links to neighbourhood and creates more positive use and perception 

of open spaces. 

 

Amount and types of facilities in local open space in Perth 

 

As outlined in Chapter Two, facilities refers to the additions to open spaces, other 

than the land itself, that provide attractive and functional benefits to local open 

spaces and are conducive with greater use (Falah et al, 2013, 346).  The Department 

of Sport and Recreation’s identifies a set of facilities for open space: sport and 

recreation, culture and heritage, physical links, buffer zones and landscaping and 

environmental conservation. The POS tool was constructed to identify and measure 

the facilities in open space. However, the review of literature in Chapter 3 identified 

another set of facilities, largely amenity and aesthetic based such as pergolas, to add 

to the exiting POS tool creating a more comprehensive audit list.   The audit data 

revealed a preference – or prioritization of facilities at each of the case study parks. 

A commonality across the case study parks was the presence of key features - grass 

and vegetation/trees, as well as benches and play equipment — which were present 

across all three of the parks.  

 

Badland (2015) and Shipperijn (2013) both identify a list of facilities in parks that 

they believe create better design open spaces, and dictate greater use. Along with 

audit tools, for example the UWA University (Centre for the Built Environment and 

Health) POS Tool, both literature and practice show that there are varied opinions 

about what facilities should be considered ‘important’ in local open spaces, and 

therefore no distinct set of facilities which is universally followed. This research 
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makes the suggestion that the amount and type of facilities provided should be 

dependant on the suburban demographics.  For example, the demographics of 

Annie’s Landing in Ellenbrook, with significant portions of younger residents, indicate 

high amounts of active facilities, however, the opposite occurs with far more 

facilities towards recreation present in the park through paths, lighting and bench 

seats. Kadidjiny Park reflects a greater variety of demographics – experiencing peaks 

in the 10- 24 age brackets and the 40-59 age groups, yet audit data also reflects a 

majority of the facilities for passive recreational use. Comparatively, Shirley 

Strickland, with the same demographic structures, has facilities that are better suited 

to the active pursuits of a local space. Results indicate that the opposing facilities of 

the parks reinforce the impact that the provision of facilities has on use, and who 

uses them. To create spaces that cater to the needs and desires of a variety of 

people, local parks need to have both active and passive facilities.  In addition, the 

implementation of the new audit tool as piloted in this study successfully draws 

together the key elements and facilities of new urbanism - development and control 

of the landscape, and landscape urbanism – park beautification in order to reflect 

greater use and perceptions of local parks. 

 

The demographics play a role in the way suburbs work, and influence the demand 

local open space, forming an interlocked relationship between the environment and 

population and activities, physical form and land uses (Chapin, 1965 in Stephen and 

Healey, 1999, 624). Planning needs to take into consideration the demand for open 

spaces, providing sufficient space for community engagement and the consideration 

of current and future population.  

 

The additional features of the case study parks were noted to attract different 

demographics – with both active and passive facilities. The playground and path 

networks, noted at Kadidjiny Park and Annie’s Landing, were observed in the 

mapping being used families and young children. The audit, with a general 

combination of natural and planned facilities, also took into consideration any extra 

facilities provided in the parks, and there presence – noted as club rooms, rugby 

goals, cricket nets and a pedestrian crossing. The additional facilities were not 
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anticipated in the piloted audit tool, or in literature and existing tools. This indicates 

that the facilities of open space are not well understood in Perth’s planning policy 

and open space tools, and therefore demonstrates the greater depth that policy and 

practice needs to take in the planning of Perth’s local open spaces. The additional 

facilities are suggested for inclusion in the expanded tool. 

 

With the above in mind, it is suggested that Kadidjiny Park in Melville is the most 

comprehensive local space, as it satisfies the greatest portion of the audit tool 

criteria, particularly with recreational facilities. Despite the low levels of facilities for 

active recreation – (no sporting goals and court hardstand space), the design of the 

park shows consideration and intention for some mixed recreational and active use, 

through its range of facilities (i.e. footpaths, picnic tables and barbecues for passive 

recreation and footpaths and open oval space for active recreation purposes). 

Understanding of the types of facilities in local space helps to formulate and 

reinforce the need for the appropriate audit tool to measure these, and give a clear 

planning standard for existing and future green space planning (Adams et al, 2009, 

66). Not only does the amended audit tool recognise facilities previously not 

acknowledged in Perth’s open space policies, it also fits in with the concept of 

‘planning for all’ through a mix of facilities (Forristal 2012, Montgomery 1998). This 

view helps plan for more to create diverse communities and induce a greater sense 

of vitality in local parks in Perth. In the concept of open space as a whole, but also in 

the context of open space planning in Perth, the research and audit tool have the 

ability to create local open spaces that induce greater use and perceptions of them. 

In order to plan for open spaces that are usable and satisfy people’s needs of open 

space, acknowledgement of facilities in open space policy is required.  

 

Determine if there is a relationship between public use of local open parks in relation 

to the number of facilities within them 

 

A finding of this study is that the determinants of use of local parks extends beyond 

the number of facilities in local parks, and instead also incorporates demographics 

and proximity to alternate open spaces.  On a local scale, people are drawn to the 
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parks that offer what the individual defines as greatest quality of space and facilities 

(Amin, 2008, 6). Local parks in different aged suburbs have different types, sizes and 

designs of open space, as explored earlier in Chapter 3. At Shirley Strickland, the 

bench and trees/shade were the facility used most, while at Kadidjiny Park and 

Annie’s Landing Park; the most used facilities were trees/shade, footpaths and play 

equipment, footpaths. The use of these facilities could have also have been aided by 

the quality of them, and their ability to successfully be used by people. Literature by 

Cohen et al (2009, 3) notes that the quality and condition of parks and their facilities 

help in improving the use of space, and the observations of this study corroborate 

this. Shirley Strickland had the lowest number of facilities and their quality was 

observed on site to be poor: the lighting and bench seats at the park were either 

broken or uncomfortable and were observed to impact the low use of park 

facilities— but use of the park was high. In parallel, facilities at Kadidjiny Park and 

Annie’s Landing were of better quality and abundance and saw greater use.  

 

The observational mapping helped to distinguish people that “used” the space – 

walking through, and “explored” the park – engaging with the park and using its 

facilities (Larsen and Johnson, 2012, 638). The ability to understand who uses each 

of the parks, in comparison to the demographics of the area, helps to form an 

understanding as to how to developed future open space. Research emphasises that 

when local open spaces are adequately planned for, with correct facilities use has 

the potential to improve.  Stephen and Healey (1999) recognise this result and agree 

that by understanding use, physical solutions can be made in response to these 

(Cooke, 1983, in Stephen and Healey, 1999, 624).  The mapping collected in the 

10am-12pm, 4-6pm periods only represents a 4-hour time period of a day, a noted 

limitation. Different times of day, not measured in the tool, may have different 

variations in the demographics and further research into these other times will have 

the ability to reinforce research of this project and build upon the understanding 

around use and perceptions of local open space.  

 

The success of local open spaces can be evaluated according to how often they are 

used.  In order to better understand how frequently the local park was used, 
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question 5 of the questionnaire addressed how often the respondents used the park 

every week – and the results indicated that the higher levels of weekly visitation 

were at Shirley Strickland, suggesting that the sporting facilities at the park 

encouraged frequent use. Literature on use of public open space notes that 

formation of place and its facilities is intrinsically tied to repeated use and visitation, 

applicable to local open parks and the case study sites. Responses of Shirley 

Strickland revealed 31% of people used the space 5 or more times a week.  The 

frequent visitation to the park, as well as the value put on the oval space and shade 

in the surveys, challenges the idea of needing park facilities and provides strength to 

the idea that people have a preference for natural features and landscapes – a 

contention of landscape urbanism and new urbanism. This challenges the idea of 

parks needing a large number of facilities to be a sole contributor to the way local 

parks are used and perceived.  The implication of this is that facilities in local spaces 

are not the sole contributor to the use and perceptions of space, and instead a 

broader range of considerations is needed.   This is a significant finding because it 

emphasises the need for further practical and theoretical research not only into local 

open parks, but also considerations of the context of open space appropriate to the 

locality. Giles Corti (2006, 3) notes open space are to be planned with demographic 

and facility in mind. This is particularly pertinent in the context of Perth, where 

policy is either focused on 10% allocations and issues in the balance between active 

and passive spaces. 

 

Shirley Strickland in Ardross attracted the highest proportion of visitors compared to 

locals in the questionnaire at 32%. This demonstrates that in comparison to the 

other case study sites, more people from outside suburbs make the journey to use 

the park. This therefore suggests that Shirley Strickland provides the facilities as well 

as be seen as an attractive local park, which creates greater use. In comparison, 

Annie’s Landing was noted to have the lowest amount of visitors to the park, with 

visiting population accounting for 13% of users.  A contributing factor of this is the 

location of Annie’s Landing – located at the back of the Ellenbrook Estate in an 

unfinished village; the park does not have the same level of access and population 

density in comparison to the other parks.  However, this does present a limitation to 
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the study as the demographics, population density as well as awareness of the parks 

location, particularly in the case of Annie’s Landing, are factors that impact the use 

of local parks. The comparison between parks in semi urban and metropolitan 

locations was a consideration in choosing the case study parks.  

 

Research has indicated that there is indeed a correlation between the number of 

facilities in open space in relation to the use of them. Cheisura acknowledges that 

authentic sense of place is established in urban parks, and research has shown that 

by considering the facilities in local parks this authenticity and use of local parks can 

be achieved (Forristal, 2012, 420). In addition to facilities, sense of place is achieved 

by positive perceptions of people, and the visitation by both locals and visitors to the 

case study parks demonstrates the way that successful local parks can be planned 

and operate. 

 

Assess community perceptions and expectations of public open space across local 

Perth parks 

 

The identification of the ‘bad’ and ‘good’, or attractive and unattractive elements of 

parks, help to understand the way local open parks are perceived. Szjenfeld 

attributes these opinions to the facilities provided (Szjenfeld, 2014, 567). The 

questionnaire asked people to identity the most used facility of the park they were 

using – the responses of green spaces, seating and paths were fairly consistent with 

the identity of the parks as mainly recreational or active spaces. Variations in what 

facilities were valued by people in each park indicate different expectations of space. 

Respondents of Kadidjiny Park appreciated the trees, paths and seating of the park, 

similar to the responses of Annie’s Landing questionnaires, which noted pathways, 

seating and shade as the important facilities. Shirley Strickland’s identity as a more 

active park corresponds with the frequent use of the oval and playground facilities. –

The facilities acknowledged by Badland et al (2015) and Mitchell (1995) as important 

parts of open space; paths and playgrounds, is justified in the research conducted, as 

the same facilities were noted in the study as ‘important’ and a benefit to the quality 

and use of local parks. Perceptions of space and their use by a person are linked and 
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informs their decision to use the space or not, dependant on whether it provides the 

facilities they want to engage with. This raises the question as to whether people use 

local parks that are supplied to them, or whether they seek the best quality open 

spaces, even if this falls outside of their local scale. The visitation of Shirley 

Strickland, identified from the survey results, supports the idea of seeking ulterior 

spaces that better suit the needs of people – choosing to use either active or 

recreational spaces. An issue with this can be linked back to Cordell’s idea of 

supplementary local open spaces, where active and passive do not often co-exist and 

instead demand and supply of one has effect on the other (Cordell,1976 ,1). 

 

The preferences of demographics groups using the space provide some indication to 

the sort of local open spaces and facilities to plan for. Survey data showed that the 

older demographics preferred features such as paths, bathrooms, seats, shade in 

comparison to the younger demographics whose preference was towards 

playgrounds, sporting areas and drink fountains.  As discussed in the literature 

review, a greater mix of facilities in the parks has the ability to facilitate a greater use 

of local parks, as well as encourages people to stay in the park for a longer period of 

time (Cohen et al, 2009, 4). There is also suggestion then that by staying in the open 

space there is the increased likelihood to engage with the local park more, and use 

facilities. This is shown in the results from the questionnaire; with 92% of people 

using the facilities noted that they had used more than one facility in the space. This 

is further emphasized in the observation mapping – across all three local parks, 16% 

of people only used one facility. Conversely, 84% of people had longer engagements 

with the local park and used more than one facility. 

 

Urban parks contribute to greater quality of life and therefore an authentic sense of 

space. This sense of place and value of the urban environment translates to local 

open parks and fulfilling the open space gaps around suburbs in a meaningful way, 

which enhances the vibrancy and vitality of local open spaces as noted De Ridder et 

al (2004, 490). Established literature by Giles Corti (2006), Grose (2009) and Badland 

et al (2015), recognises that by providing public open space facilities that caters to a 

range of uses, expectations of space are satisfied and encourage use by a broader 
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demographic of people. One approach to providing facilities for a range of 

demographics and uses, is creating open spaces that can be used at all hours of the 

day, seven days a week. Audit data noted significant lighting and paths that made 

navigation of open space much easier at Kadidjiny Park and Annie’s Landing, which is 

reflected in the mapping when people used the parks at later times. Comparatively, 

Shirley Strickland with no path networks and less lighting experienced less use in the 

late afternoon/evening period.  

Perceptions and use of space, by local and visitors to the park, is influenced by 

demographics, location of park, types of facilities provided, as evident in the results 

of the audit, survey and observational mapping.  To foster consistent use of local 

parks Perth’s open space policies need to adjust to consider factors beyond new 

urbanism and instead also take into consideration landscape urbanism to plan for 

local open spaces with attractive and functional qualities. As a consequence of 

changes in the policy and planning of open spaces the use and visitation to local 

parks also instigates positive perceptions of local parks and therefore stronger 

connections to identity of parks.  
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CHAPTER 7  RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
In order for local open spaces to progress in terms of better design and greater use, 

several recommendations are made. The following recommendations are made for 

planning practice, as well as implementation for Perth’s public open space policies. 

The culminations of research data from the observational mapping, questionnaires 

and audit tool have informed these suggestions.  

 

1. A deeper consideration needs to be made in the social factors behind the design 

of parks. Research conducted in addition to existing local open space research 

demonstrates a need for planners to look beyond the new urbanism influence of 

local parks and also take into consideration the landscape urbanism school of 

thought. As a consequence of this, the prioritising of facilities such as paths, 

benches, play spaces and trees/shade is recommended. Not only are these the 

facilities that were used frequently used across the case study sites, but also their 

strong value to people’s open space experience, as revealed in the survey results. 

Part of this is also the prioritisation of these facilities in local open space – ensuring 

that the above facilities are integrated into local open parks on all scales, local, 

neighbourhood and regional parks.  

 

2. The combination of core facilities, location and the consideration of demographics 

contribute to a successful and well-used open space, which adequately satisfies the 

open space needs of people on the local scale.  A further recommendation is the 

need to allow spaces to evolve over time and provide additional facilities over time 

in line with any changing demographics.  As discovered in the exploration of local 

spaces across two suburbs, differently aged parks reflect different facilities and also 

take time to develop. In the example of Shirley Strickland, as the ‘oldest’ park of the 

three used, it has had the appropriate time to develop and become a valuable part 

of the urban fabric and its facilities.  

 

3.  In order for planning to appropriately account for the amount and type of 

facilities in local parks, and amended audit tool is recommended. SOPARNA has a 
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focus on the physical elements of parks, while POS tool focuses on amenity. Even 

though SOPARNA and POS Tool cover a range of facilities in spaces, the addition of 

planning literature exposed gaps  

in the tools. Therefore, the amended audit tool, as used in this project, is suggested 

for use in order to adequately measure local open spaces to improve the approach 

by planning in the design of local open parks.  
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CHAPTER 8 CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the facilities within local open space 

and the resulting use and perceptions of these spaces. The research question, “How 

does the provision of facilities shape the use and perceptions of local open space?” 

was constructed to best address this. In addition, four research objectives exploring 

public open space policy, amount and types of facilities in local parks, community 

perceptions and expectations of local parks and understanding relationships 

between the use of local parks and the facilities within them. These objectives were 

identified in the introduction as the elements to guide the research.  

 

Objective one, to understand the policy context surrounding the identification and 

provision of amenity in open space, was explored through a literature review and 

research into the local West Australian policy guiding open space Research was 

conducted into origins of open space and the international influences in past and 

present literature. At present, Perth is undergoing changes in the planning of local 

open space, revealing a deviation from the policies and planning influences of the US 

and UK. Identifying the origins of public open space in Perth, and the guiding 

principles that have shaped current standards helped to identify the literature gaps 

around the way spaces are planned in terms of facilities. The review identified that 

current open space documents and policy do not adequately cover the expanding 

understanding of open space, and do not account for the evolving demands of open 

space outside of the home, and of facilities within space, initiating further research 

into the topic for this project.  

Understanding of the amount and types of facilities that are provided in local open 

space in Perth, the second research objective was investigated using an audit tool 

created from POS tool: expanded to include other types of facilities identified in the 

literature. Results indicated that of the three parks, facilities at Shirley Strickland had 

a greater portion of active facilities, opposed to Kadidjiny Park and Annie’s Landing 

which had facilities compatible with passive/recreational local parks. A 

recommendation of the project, as the result of piloting this new tool in the case 
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study parks, was to implement an amended audit tool, a combination of existing POS 

and SOPARNA audit tools, and literature, to conduct more comprehensive and 

relevant planning of local open parks. A further recommendation is to create spaces 

which have facilities to allow for passive and active use of the park, rather than the 

provision of facilities conducive to one impacting the provision of facilities for the 

other.  

The third objective, to determine if there is a relationship between public use of 

local suburban parks in relation to the number of facilities within them. Analysis of 

the results of the observational mapping, noted that use of spaces fluctuated on the 

basis of the hours observed, morning and afternoon, as well as the weekday and 

weekend comparisons. Not only did the amount of people using the space vary, and 

the facilities used, but also the kinds of people, proving that combination of factors 

influence the use and perceptions of space.  Suburb demographics were not only 

identified to be important as to who uses the facilities in the park, but also impact 

the types of facilities used. The research emphasises the importance of facilities in 

local open space but also how the provision of them impacts the frequency of use -  

two factors to consider in the planning process in order to establish successful local 

open spaces.  Observations were limited to three local parks around Perth, and 

therefore account for a small portion of Perth’s open spaces. Therefore, the research 

does not claim to be indicative of all of Perth’s open space but provides the starting 

point for further research into the use of local open space by considering facilities in 

parks, balances between passive and active facilities and the demographics, to 

ensure appropriate and useable spaces.   

The fourth objective, to assess community perceptions and expectations of public 

open space across 3 local Perth parks aimed to bring together research on use and 

perceptions of Perth’s local parks. The research helped to address one of the larger 

gaps identified in current open space policy and literature — the importance of park 

facilities. The findings established pathways, playgrounds as the most popular and 

well-utilized facilities in each of the case study parks.  

The perceptions of locals and visitors to the park revealed the personal values of 



 

 76 

people to their local park and open parks in general. A deeper appreciation of local 

open space reinforced the importance of providing these spaces but the need to 

continue to enhance the facilities provided. Surveys conducted across the case 

studies had a dominance of responses in the 15-29 age bracket, reflecting 

information about use and perceptions of younger demographics. However this is 

not wholly representative of overall use and perceptions, and this poses an area for 

further research into the local open space field. Conducting the surveys across three 

local parks, in both urban and peri-urban areas, captured the variations not only in 

the facilities of the park but consequentially how they were perceived and used by 

locals and visitors in different suburbs.  

The accumulation of research undertaken to explore these four objectives has 

brought together the final discussion and conclusions about the project. Considering 

the research that has been conducted across three suburban Perth parks, and 

investigation about local park use and perceptions have reinforced public open 

space as an important part of the urban environment, particularly in Perth. Local 

open parks, as an open space outside of the private domain, is an important and 

appreciated part of the urban form — as reflected in the questionnaire and mapping 

research. In the context of Perth, a rapidly growing city, usable local open spaces 

with good facilities are important in order to satisfy people’s desires for open space. 

In response to the appropriate local open spaces, both local and visitors use the park 

and its facilities.  The planning of local open parks is a dynamic process, and future 

trends and needs of local parks can only be adequately covered when the 

demographics, other open spaces, and facilities in parks are considered. In 

conclusion, local open space is at its most successful in terms of design and use, 

when the appropriate types and amount of facilities for a range of demographics are 

provided, contributing to successful open spaces.   
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10.1 - Questionnaire  

 

☐    I have received information regarding this research and had an opportunity to 

ask questions. I believe I understand the purpose, extent and possible risks of 

any involvement in this project and I voluntarily consent to take part 

 

Gender  Male   Female 

 

Age  15-19   20-24   25-29   29-34  35-39   

 

 40-44  45-49  50-54  55-59  60-64 

 

 65-69  70-74  75-79  80-84  85+ 

 

 

What is your association with the space? 

 

I live locally ☐  I am visiting the area ☐ 
 

 

What is your postcode?  

 

______________________________ 
 
 
Thinking about parks in general:  

 

 

How many times a week do you visit this park?  

 

1-2  ☐   3-4 ☐   5-6 ☐   7 ☐ 

 

How important are parks and open space to you  

 

 

 

What do you think is the most important element of the park?  
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Thinking about this park specifically:  

 

Provide 3 words that best describe how you feel about this open space 

__________________________ 

__________________________ 

__________________________ 

 

How would you rate the overall amenity provision of this park? 

 

 

 

Of the features below, please tick any you have used today:  

 

Trees (Shade) ☐  Water Fountain ☐  Drink Fountain ☐  

Bins ☐    Toilet Facilities ☐   Barbeque ☐ 

Bike Racks ☐   Bench ☐   Picnic Tables ☐ 

Pergola/Gazebo ☐  Cricket Pitch ☐   Football Goals ☐ 

Court/Hardstand Space ☐ Bike Path ☐    Foot Path ☐  

Play Equipment ☐  

Other ☐ _______________________________ 

 

Are there any amenities or services missing from the park that would improve 

the space? 

 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

If this feature was added to the space, would you use this park more? 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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10.2 – Audit Tool  

 

 

Amenity Provided (✓)  

Absent ( X ) 

Quantity 

Landscaping   

Trees (Shade)   

Vegetation   

Water Fountain   

   

Public Amenities   

Drink Fountain   

Bins   

Fencing   

Toilet Facilities   

Barbeque   

Bike Racks   

Lighting   

   

Parking   

Car    

Motorcycle   

Parental   

Handicap    

   

Seating   

Bench   

Picnic Tables   

Pergola/Gazebo   

   

Active & Recreational Facilities   

Cricket Pitch   

Football Goals   

Court/Hardstand Space   

Bike Path   

Foot Path   

Play Equipment    

   

Other   
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10.3 – Audit Results 
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10.3.1 - Kadidjiny Park  

 

 

Amenity Provided (✓)  

Absent ( X ) 

Quantity 

Landscaping   

Trees (Shade) ✓ 20% 

Vegetation ✓ 10% 

Water Fountain X 0 

   

Public Amenities   

Drink Fountain ✓ 1 

Bins ✓ 16 

Fencing ✓ 1 

Toilet Facilities ✓ 1 

Barbeque ✓ 3 

Bike Racks ✓ 3 

Lighting ✓ 3 

   

Parking   

Car  ✓ 29 

Motorcycle X 0 

Parental X 0 

Handicap  ✓ 2 

   

Seating   

Bench ✓ 12 

Picnic Tables ✓ 3 

Pergola/Gazebo X 0 

   

Active & Recreational Facilities   

Cricket Pitch X 0 

Football Goals X 0 

Court/Hardstand Space X 0 

Bike Path ✓ 1 

Foot Path ✓ 1 

Play Equipment  ✓ 1 

   

Other   

Pedestrian Crossing ✓ 1 

Club Rooms ✓ 1 

   

Amenity Provided (✓)  

Absent ( X ) 

Quantity 
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10.3.2 - Annie’s Landing 
 

 

Amenity Provided (✓)  

Absent ( X ) 

Quantity 

Landscaping   

Trees (Shade) ✓ 15% 

Vegetation ✓ 5% 

Water Fountain ✓ 1 

   

Public Amenities   

Drink Fountain ✓ 1 

Bins ✓ 2 

Fencing X 0 

Toilet Facilities ✓ 1 

Barbeque ✓ 1 

Bike Racks ✓ 1 

Lighting ✓ 7 

   

Parking   

Car  ✓ 24 

Motorcycle X 0 

Parental X 0 

Handicap  X 0 

   

Seating   

Bench ✓ 7 

Picnic Tables ✓ 3 

Pergola/Gazebo ✓ 2 

   

Active & Recreational Facilities   

Cricket Pitch X 0 

Football Goals X 0 

Court/Hardstand Space X 0 

Bike Path ✓ 1 

Foot Path ✓ 1 

Play Equipment  ✓ 1 

   

Other   
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10.3.3 - Shirley Strickland  

 

 

Amenity Provided (✓)  

Absent ( X ) 

Quantity 

Landscaping   

Trees (Shade) ✓ 20% 

Vegetation ✓ 5% 

Water Fountain X 0 

   

Public Amenities   

Drink Fountain ✓ 1 

Bins ✓ 6 

Fencing ✓ 1 

Toilet Facilities ✓ 1 

Barbeque X 0 

Bike Racks X 0 

Lighting ✓ 8 

   

Parking   

Car  ✓ 28 

Motorcycle X 0 

Parental X 0 

Handicap  ✓ 2 

   

Seating   

Bench ✓ 7 

Picnic Tables X 0 

Pergola/Gazebo X 0 

   

Active & Recreational Facilities   

Cricket Pitch ✓ 1 

Football Goals ✓ 1 

Court/Hardstand Space ✓ 1 

Bike Path X 0 

Foot Path X 0 

Play Equipment  ✓ 1 

   

Other   

Cricket nets ✓ 1 

Rugby goals ✓ 1 

Club Rooms ✓ 1 
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10.4 – Observational Mapping Table 
 
 

Visitor 

Number 

Approximate 

Age  

Gender Time of 

Arrival 

Time of 

Departure  

Primary 

Use 

Secondary 

Use 
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10.5 – Observational Mapping: Facilities Used 
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10.6 – Observational Mapping: Demographics  
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10.7 – Questionnaire Response Data  
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Office of Research  and Developmen t

GPO Box U1987

Perth Western Australia 6845  

Telephone +61 8 9266 7863

Facsimile +61 8 9266 3793

Web research.curtin.edu.au

10-Jun-2016  

 

Name: Robyn Creagh

Department/School: Department of Planning and Geography

Email: R.Creagh@curtin.edu.au

 

Dear Robyn Creagh

 

RE: Ethics approval

Approval number: HRE2016-0049

 

Thank you for submitting your application to the Human Research Ethics Office for the project Local Parks: The role of facilities in shaping use

and perceptions.

 

Your application was reviewed through the Curtin University low risk ethics review process.

 

The review outcome is: Approved.

 

Your proposal meets the requirements described in National Health and Medical Research Council’s (NHMRC) National Statement on Ethical

Conduct in Human Research (2007).

 

Approval is granted for a period of one ye ar from 10-Jun-2016 to 09-Jun-2017. Continuation of approval will be granted on an annual basis

following submission of an annual report.    

 

Personnel authorised to work on this project:

Name Role

Creagh, Robyn CI

Trefry, Natasha Co-Inv

 

Standard conditions of approval

Research must be conducted according to the approved proposal1.

Report in a timely manner anything that might warrant review of ethical approval of the project including: 

proposed changes to the appro ved proposal or conduct of the study

unanticipated problems that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the project

major deviations from the approved proposal and/or regulatory guidelines

serious adverse events

2.

10.8 – Ethics Approval 
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 

HREC Project Number: 
HRE2016-0049  

Project Title: 
Local Parks in Perth: The role of facilities in shaping use and 

perceptions 

Principal Investigator: Dr Robyn Creagh 

Student researcher: Natasha Trefry 

Version Number: 1 

Version Date: 07/06/2016 

 

What is the Project About?  

While research has been identified surrounding open space policy there is only a limited pool of 

research that explores the elements provided in parks. Improvement of urban form is a goal of planners 

and the ability to understand the use, wants and needs of people in parks presents opportunity contribute 

to this. My research, as a student project, will aim to address the gaps in the literature around the 

provision of facilities and their use within open space, focused on what is, and is not provided in local 

parks.  

Who is doing the Research?   

This research project is conducted by Natasha Trefry as part of my Honours Dissertation at Curtin 

University.  

Why am I being asked to take part and what will I have to do?   

I am interested in the way you use the park.  In participating you will be asked to complete a short 5-10 

minute questionnaire detailing how you perceive this park, the facilities within it, and how often you 

use the space.  

Are there any benefits’ to being in the research project?  

Your participation in the project carries no cost benefit and you will not be paid for any involvement in 

this project.    

Are there any risks, side-effects, discomforts or inconveniences from being in the research 

project?  

There are no risks associated with your participation in this project. The only known inconvenience of 

this research to you is the time it will take to complete this questionnaire. 

10.9 – Participant Information Sheet 
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Who will have access to my information?   

The information you provide in this questionnaire will non-identifiable (anonymous). This means 

that your name and details will not be collected.. The information you provide will be treated as 

confidential, and the only people who will have access to the information you provide are the 

researcher (Natasha Trefry), her supervisor Robyn Creagh, and the Curtin University Ethics 

Committee.  

The information received will be stored in a protected electronic data case, and any hard copies of 

the data will also be protected by locked storage. This information will be stored for 7 years after 

the research project has concluded at Curtin University, and after this time the information will be 

destroyed.  

Will you tell me the results of the research?   

You may request a copy of the outcomes of the research.   

Do I have to take part in the research project?   

Your participation in this research project is voluntary and you have the ability to either refuse or 

accept to participate. If you decide to change your mind about your participation in the research 

once you have already commenced, you are able to. Any information you have partially given will 

be dismissed and not used in the research.   

What happens next and who can I contact about the research? 

If you would like to follow up on any of the research, please contact the following; 

Natasha Trefry – Curtin University Student and Researcher: 0488 113 675 

Dr Robyn Creagh - Research Supervisor : r.creagh@curtin.edu.au 9266 5150 

Your participation is confirmed in the research by ticking the box at the start of the questionnaire, 

indicating you have understood the information you have been provided with, and consent to your 

responses being used.  

 

Curtin University Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) has approved this study (HRE2016-

0049). Should you wish to discuss the study with someone not directly involved, in particular, any 

matters concerning the conduct of the study or your rights as a participant, or you wish to make a 

confidential complaint, you may contact the Ethics Officer on (08) 9266 9223 or t he Manager, 

Research Integrity on (08) 9266 7093 or e mail hrec@curtin.edu.au.   

	


