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Abstract

Changes in the urban form have resultedltered expectationd®y public and

planners irthe way that cities and suburbs develop. A facet of thmuislicopen
space(POSand this dissertatiormakes attempts to understandpen spacen the
context of Perthand the facilities needed tprovideparkswith positive perceptions

and use The purpose of this dissertation is to explore if there is a connection
between the provision of facilities witlocal greeropen space angublicuse and
perceptions of hose POSThere areébroad topics of interetsin the public open space
literature which this dissertation engages witbublic and private space, new
urbanism, landscape urbanism, types of open space facilities as well as discussions
on active and recreational use of open spdeesearchwasfocusedon the provision

and perceptions ofdcilities and local open spaderbugh amultiple case study
approach, thredocal parks around Pertt: Y YA SQ& [ FYRAY 3 09ff SyoNP
Strickland Reserve (Ardross)d Kadidjiny Park (Melville).

The selected med methods @rried out in the research weran 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 asd movements
within each park, andser 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 owlaole, contribute to the key research
guestion and address gapn the literature The findings of this stydhave
determinedthat 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 perceivadd used by peopleAdditional factors includéhe
following:suburb demographics, proximity to athate local parks andhere the

park fitsinto the suburlanidentity and hierarchy of open spacéis research has
made attempts to understand and interpret gaps in planning theory and praictice
the public open space field in ord&y create a deeper understanding abquegople

that use local open space and theublic perceptions and expectationsthe

context of local park spaces.
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

1.1 - Introduction

While existingresearch identifid surrounding open space polifiycus on 10%
allocations in public open space, and provisionaative and recreational space

(Giles Cort2005 andBadland et a015) 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 perceiveddsetwho 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 spacgrdesi

With a greater focus on the amenity and facilities in local open spadasdscape
urbanismapproach to POS provisi@neates points of interest in parksd therefore
induces positive perceptions of the local spaEacilities including public agaths,

play areas and vegetation have been shown to create spaces thatgpese and

stay in (Giles Co006). 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 tpeovision of facilities ifocal parks to

explore how and why parks are utilizéthelLJdzo fude @ridl perceptions dhree

local parks will be assessékhis study undertalkequestionnaires, audits and
observational stveys totriangulatemultiple datasourcespused to create

suggestions and conclusiofts current and future planning of local open space,

focused on facilities and use.

TheWestern AustraliaiDepartment of Sport and Recreation defines local open

space assmall parklan@ that service the recreation needs of the immediate

NBE & A RSy (i A | DepdtidehiditSpoit anél Ketreatic?016 8). The research

will try to bridge gaps and reach new informatitmbetter understam whether the
recreational and aive 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 literatufgélandy and Ewing, 2009).



1.2- Research Question

How does the provision of facilities shape the use and perceptions objpesal

space&

1.3- Research Objectives

1) Understand theesearch angbolicy context surrounding the identification and
provision offacilitiesin localopen spacen Perth

2) Understand the amount and typesfatilitiesthat are provided in local open
space in Perth

3) Assess community perceptions and expectaiof public open space across
three local Perth parks

4) Determine if there is a relationship between public o$éocalopenparks 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 projecfrom the initial question and rationale behindelstudy
to the methods and datebefore associated discussiobstween 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 objestidapter 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 spalefitions offacilities

and outlinesthe tools used to measure open space standards. Chapter three goes
into detail about the loation and descriptions of the thremase studies areas as well

as justifications as why they were chosen. Following thigptéh Four describes the



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 alsprovides explanation of each of my chosen methodaudit,
guegionnaire and observational mappirags well as explanations as to how each of
these instruments were structured in order to collect the relevant data.aAollow
up to this, Chapter 8xplores the results of the data collection and begins to draw
parallds between each of theets of results&nd help to fill the identified gaps in the
literature and fulfill tre research objectives. Chaptett&en forges links between the
results of my data andhe literature. Finally Chapte7 and 8 concludethis
disserttion; providingrecommendations for further researctand suggestions as to
how the data can be implementehd interpreted forbetter quality and more

usableopen spaces.



CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1¢ Focus of the Literature Review

The ideals of public open space harsnsformedover time.POSparticularly local

has been shaped by the elemengsovision of local parks, size and facilitibst
supposedly evoke greater use and perceptior®@anning 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 (20@8) and Jan
Gehl(2009), who detail the provision and use of open spadbe 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 a how POS design shapes the identity asdof local space.

Academic literaturedentifies linksbetween planning policy and theory and its

current influence of local POS attte culmination of both practice and theohglp

to demonstratethe way that lo@l open spaces are planned for in Pelgreater
understanding of the urban environment and the public perceptions and
expectations of public open space in a suburban contartbe aided through

research to understand the gaps of theory and practioéerms of what facilities to

includein the public open space fie[loke & Jones, 2001 in Sternberg, 2000, 2).
2.2- Public Open Space Context

Green urbarspaces provide social and environmental benefit. Their design,

consequential ability to functioare reliant on appropriate planning methods. Public

open space (POS) is a broadly defined term that inctudes
YYikKz2asS LINIa 2F GKS o0daAtdx FyYyR yFidz2NFt Sy@da
Encompasses: streets, squares, whether predominantlgsidential, commercial or
O2YYdzyAlléek OABAO dzaSaT GKS 2Ly aLl 06Sa FyR LI
GKSNB Llzof A0 | 00Saa Aa dzyNBaliUNAROGSR F2NJ LJ ada
2013, 72).

The understanding of open space has changed over tsrtharesult of societal



change and planning policies, which have therefore influenced POS deSigs. P

now widely accepted as part of the pubtealm. Hampton (2010) notes thmsiblic
realmservesas an extension of social spacesimmarised by Ghaednd

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 lofcal green spaceas suburban areas delivers

cultural, recreational, social and active hubs for communitipsoviding benefit or
detriment to sen® of place and space (Szejnfel@tl4, 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 subudbs impacts the design choices made by planners, in order to create
and maintain a sense of vibrancy and vitality in locallipulpen spaces (De Ridder

et al2004, 490).
2.3- Origins of Open Space in Australia & Current Policy

The need for planning iAustrdia came as the result of earli@®" centuryevents in
society on a local and global scale. London, England gained early recognition by the
g2NI R a WGKS 7T A N&andti@eir citi2sfaround te wsriRiR S NJ/
were inclined to emulaté (Moran, 2006, 3). Rallenges fronglobal events such as
industrialzation, and World Wars impacted econanic, social and environmental
ways,as well aproducedlarge shifts of population from the rural to urban

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

issues such as over crowding caused sub idgwegsoor sanitation and sickness.

Initially, open spaces were created a way to improve public healéisthe result of

overcrowding and sickness (Gordon and $#if002, Grose, 2009).

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

S NJ

influence to factors underpifny 3 | dza G NJ £ A | Yy keytstaged of FOS/ NJ y i Qa
T Pleasure Ground, Small Park, Reform Park and RecreationayFédl S Wt £ S| & dzNB

G dzy RQ SNI F204z2A%B 2VIS¥I BBRIE OSSOl F2ff 26SR

0oeée



movement which emphasized elements of landscaping for smaller scale parks on

local scales (Cna, 1997). Culmination of the twaiages created the third, the

WWwSTF2NY tFN]JQ SKAOK gl a Y2NB GGSyGA@gsS G2
as play equipmen{Cranz, 199). The final movement identified by Cranz was the
WwSONBI A2y FE CIFOAfAGRQ eérihanthe prévisiandOdza 2y |
green grassy spacé€ranz , 1997). In response to issudth park size and design

urban planning and the consideration atan form became important and three

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

movement;and public health reform (Thompson and Magir#912,19). These

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

introduced the concept of space beautification and urban sustaittlglohnston et

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

A shift in thinking occuri later in the early 20 century,as local parks were then
planned as part of the broader environmental and suburban realm, focused on the
localopen spacebetweenthe home andother social spacesuch as shopping
centres(Kent and Madden, 1998). Australian public open space standards show
influence from North American and British standards. However this pdaesipg
issues because theseaynot, and in places do notully compliment the needs for
external public spaci an Australian context (Veal, 2013, 230)Rerth, policy

towards open space is best reflecteddrevelopment Control Policy 2.3 Pulilipen

{ LI OS Ay wS aThePpSligyidetdrniinethrd¢IBljedtieof open spacec

G Sy & dzNB  dtkBelopnied i Gomplemented by public open space that
enhances amenity and the recreationalets of local resident® facilitate the
provision of land for community facilities and to protect and conserve wetlands,
water-O2 dzNBE S a |y FDepadnieibol AaaitiRals 4). | dza G NI € A Q&
adaption togrowth trends have been curbed negatively and positivellgy planning
policy and the ability of guidelines to create successful urban and suburban realms

and consequently, public open spa&rose2009,54).

2.4¢ Levelsof Public Open Space

Thequality and quantityof public open spacedetermine their use (Nordh and

6



@stby,2013, 13) .The Stephenson Hepburn RIE®95)and Lveable
Neighbourhoodg2009)identify threekey levels of open space in Western Australia.
Local open space serves as suburban compliment to larger open spaces and
GKSNEF2NBE aSNBSa | &4 YaAUSididipsodde spacesyfata Q G2 dz
connectto nature andengage ilow pace activitysuch as dog walking shape the use
and design of local space and contribute to passive surveillance for local community
(Nordhand @stby , 2013, 12). Another lee¢IPOS is at the neighbourhood level,

and serves as a space for people beyond one immediddarb, and is commonly
associated with social and passivee(Franics, 2012, 1571Francis notes the
importance of neighbourhoods level open space because of its attractive quality and
accessibility, which encourages people of varied age, gender and cidtargage

with green open space environment§ranics, 2012, 1570). The firal¢l 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, 34Bepartment 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 spa@ad this influence is still reflected in modern

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

O2YLX ASR Fa I ¢gF& (G2 NBRANBOUG GKS LINROfSYa
congestion, decaying housing, limited reatienal open space and poor distribution

2F SEA&AGAY3 2Ly &L} O0SsE YAE 2F K2dzaAy3a | yR
Gregory, 2012, 302). The plan proposed unsustainable alterndtvéise growing

urban form with heavy preference to the automobile aaddominance 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 limitatiamglanned open spaces

and a disconnect between the public and private (Glesti, 2006, 2). The

Stephenson Hepburn plan created open space guidelines for populaticmmand



areapercentage standards of space for the different densities of the urbea:ar

GKAIK RSyaAde o6dzafd dzLd F NBF&a omeén KlEkmnannno
Ktkmnnno FyR FNAYy3IS INBFa ondm Klrkmnnnoé o
(Veal, 2013). In new developments, the SH plan imposes an allocation of 10%

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

adequate provisioffior sufficient and useable open space

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

categories; incidental open space in housingéstada > OKAf RNBy Qa LJ I & 3 NJ
and district small parks and gardensdgpublic playing fields (Ve2a013, 227). As the

result ofpoor planning outcomes, the plan has been highly criticifealey2013),

particularly for its fixed open space plannistgndards, which Veal contends puts

limits on public openace diversity and growth (Ve2013, 224)The issuse rased

by Foleyand Veal (2013)ontribute as to why use and perceptions of local open

space need to be better adjusted not only fulfill p& L SQ&a ySSRa FNRY &Ll

alsohow 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. TBO09 policy iéntifies open space in section foof its

L2t A O& Wt dzo ¢ polidy diviteNdhd térmf iRt@tHresdgfents; regional

open space, foreshore resas, and public open spacall 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 aayatagovern

public spaces and their subsequent communities at varied leVvetsl, national and
regional (Hudson, 1979, 395). The Liveable Neighbourhoods policy outlines key
202S0GA@®Sa 2F th{ FyR 20t LI NJflyYRZ Tl @2
and local parks (readily accessibieclose scaléo suburbresidents) and district

playing fields (to be shared betweamumber of suburbs ¢ 6 [ A @St 6t S
Neighbourhoods, 20Q®2). However, Marta Szejnfeld challenges this, expressing

the need to create gatially and socially appropriate spaces that are spetftbe



particular environmentin 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 mersal design methods. Links between public and private

open space are fostered through the Residential Design Codes (R Codes). The R
Codes encorage adequate provisions of private open sp#arepersonal use, but

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

(Hall, 2010).
2.7- New Urbanismand Landscape Urbanism

Current dements ofPOSlesigqn can be linked to new urbanistheory, defined by

Bilie Giles/ 2 NIIA SG Ff & | GNBDAGI £ AithSiakes LILINE | Ok
attempts to reduce car dependance through traditional design qualities such as
O2yySOGSR aGNBSGAa 6A0GK LI 0K&a>X ilesTkrE NI RSy a A
2005 in Falconer et @010, 1). An important facet of theew urbanisntheory isthe

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

use, compact open spaces within urbsettings (Gran006 in Moore, 2013). The

development process of new urbanidms a strong focugn the design othe urban

form, with the aim to creataliversespaces and walkabilityrhe factors

underpinning such development and control of the landscape are based around

peopler the way they interact with the environment, local and regional centres and

urban grid (Trosic, 2015). Itsal corsiders the public domain (Moor2013, 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 inpesse to the dispersed, organic and edgeless

nature of contemporary urbanism and offered a different theoretical approach to

0KS WgNRSYy OAGASEa YR &adzowdz2Nba oYdz £ YFY HAawmp
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)Landscaperbanismbrings together the roles and values

of plannes, landscape archatts, cultural social systemgpractices and theories

often in competition with each othar in order to achieve the begtlanning and



development outcomes surrounding public open spaces (Donadeiu, 2006VA#3.
landscape urbanism focas 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 recognizthe 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 spacgractice needs to draw upon hdscapeUrbanism

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

2.8- Public Open SpaceExtensions of the Home

Housing densities haveot grown at thepredictions of 1955, ands a resulprivate

open spaces€. gardens) have reduced. Public open spacan essential part of

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

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

ONBI GS aL) 0Sa GKIG ¢g2dzZ R Fft2¢ wWBE20XBSdi2 a
(Project for Public Spaces, 2016urrent standards of open space are not what they

used to beg with lackingfacilitiesand management the public open space on a local

scale very different from the desired standai@ysand Kennedy2015 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 spaces reliant on the abilitjorge the gap between what is available in

private spacend the ability to providéhe missingacilitiesat local open spaces

(Buysand Kennedy2015 320) In Australia, Perth has the fastest rate of city growth

(Grose, 2009%3) and the result of this is the evehanging 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 recreabnal spacdGehl,1987) Vibrant POS on a local scale provides
NEBaARSyi(la 6AGK | aSyasS 2F ySAIKo2dz2NK22R | &

environmental needs of space (Buys, Kennedy 2005 and Jones et al 2009).
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2.9¢ Challenges to concepts of plib andprivate: quaskpublic space

The public and private realms and their connection are under constant chitiye
changing expectations as to whatilitiesand amenities should be present at each
Emergencef spaces like large shopping malls aeidure 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) impacted the use of local
open parksModern planning and society has bridged a gatween the public and
private domain through hybrid or quagublic spaces. Button (2003) defines $ke
spaces as those that are classed generally private, but are still freely available to the
public (Button, 2003, 227), with Australian examples inckisf shopping spaces,

such as Claremont Quarteand outdoor areas likeown centre spaces heorists

Guas and Benn (1983) advocate gesmaces, and comment that these spaces can
represent the best of both worlds quality, social design for the publand offer

these spaces as a supplementary alternative to green public open sphodsrn
Australian planning trends towards qugmiblic 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 plannedterms offacilities as the separate space from the

home and quasi spaces.
2.10- Active and Recreational Use

Wellplanned public open space has the ability to provide a space capable of

multiple uses. Open space capacities can be defada LJ2 NIi QX WNBONBIF GA2Y
Wy I G dzNB Qsindply refeded th iDthis project a OG A @3S Q 2NJ WLI a4 A @S
(Department of Spt and Recreation, 2016). However it is to be noted that open

space has the ability to integrate boé#ictive and passive usgandthis canimprove

the quality and attractiveness of space. While fornedizpaces such as town

squaresand active streetsapes provide access for peopllee importance of local

space is centered on providing spaces that people want tcangeo stay irnc

WaidAO1 & &Ll OS stieky épHdestfied t the phidS of tha wimad

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

11



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

space Gearin and Pincef005,368) Traditional planning is reliant on policy to

determine where and how much local space is allocatatiwneighborhood

contexts. Cordell (1976) presents the premise that activeassivespaces are

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

consequently their considerations of design (Cordélr6, D ® | 2 § SOSNJ / 2 NRSt €
notion of counteracting local spaces does not support the idea ofplatined local

2LISY aLlJ O0Sz | a MNARRROQI @il Wb hdcphdipial R 2 2 B

both activeandrecreationalopen spacéCordell, 1976, 1).

In Australia, large amountsf public open space are zoned for arigzed sports and
consequently we havplenty of large oval type spacesr small underutlisegocket
spaces that serve little use or purpose other than to fulfill 1{j#én space quotas
(GilesCorti, 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,
becauset 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 speae fostera sense of community and
livelihood in suburba centresas it brings a number of suburbs together, greater

than the capacity of smaller local parks (Kaleybail,e2@l14, 447). Jane Jacobs

echoes the need to retaircommunity feelin open green spacess she reflects that

the levels of activityvithin themmirrors 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 spaaeas that
provide facilites and space conducive to social activity with an influence from the
green environmetg (Falah et al, 2013, 346). In addition to the types of open space,

JanGehl describethe behaviour towards space, witctivities outside of the home

12
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Passive space is often associated with the voluntgpgople choosing to escape to

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

parks are often thos 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 followhe landscape urbanism influenceittWa focus oramenity

and landscapingt provides attractive space and points of interest suchpadhs

playgroundsandart, to encourageuseof local green spacd&iles Corti, 2006).
2.11- Facilitiesand the Sense of Identityn Local ParksFrom Space to Place

Publicopen spacecdeRS & A 3y 6 SR Ay G2 aLl O0Sa GKFG | NB
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

LINE @A aA2y ® NDOSLIE AVEIYO 26TQaJdkdS A O 2LISy aLl OS | &
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 pla@amanho and Lopez, 2012, 123he design of
public oen space is challenged by varied opinions of what isfoeshe urban
environment, and people and this creates dilemma in the planning procesand
therefore an incomplete planning process for local open spdtes dilemma can

then mean that planners may avaitkcisionmaking or incorrectly plan open

spacest f I YYAY3I WF2NI I ffQ AyaadSIFR 2F WYlyeQ YlI
planning process suggests for design and the basic needs of space (Porter,iguoted
Sandercock, 1998). Mitchell suggettat landscapesvith the appropriate design
elements create appropriatcal greerspaces thaappeal to, and can be uséy a
range of demographics, loosedypportingt 2 NJicbptdfglanning for alD This
view helps plarfor more diverse communities and aid in the space transitions to

place over time and the constant shifts that occur (Forristal 2012, Montgomery

13
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and contrivedandscapes that do not foster the correct environment for use and
social interaction (Mitchell, 1995, 119). Chies(@2004) illustrates, in Figulde how

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

contribute to a sgtainable city on a greater scale.

L Fovironmental
L' rhan Cuaky

Parks LS ::" - Ecomammx u :} of Life

= Social

Figure 1 Contributing elements to greater POS quality (Cheisura, 2(

/| KSA&dzNI Qa R ihht83rbeh parksdnttibozs to dréaierSyaality of life

and therefore authentic sense of place (Forristal, 2012). The transition from space to
place is achieved through distinctions of space, and the representafigpace and
representationbetweenspaces (Mitchell 199%Jontgomery 1998). Additional to

this, discussion has circulated around whether the urban form itself contributes to
place orthe cultural valueof open spacefCheisura 2004; Forristal 2012). The
infrastructure of space, such as landmarks, style and tgpésildings are linked to

the rational objective classical view of urban desigocused on provision, not

design of open spacéSternberg, 2000). Montgomery supports the social value as a
O2y i NAOGdzi 2NJ G KNRdzZAK ! f SEI y RSSHEEYdEding m dbT 0
principles that people fornm their suburb and its points of interest (Montgomery,
1998). Such mapping comes as tiesult 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 spaoed the ability to identify "where

GdKS

ARS

OKAy3a o6St2y3¢ Ay t20Ff aSdiidAy3daa ovdza 3t Sex

great advantage to preservindentity of local parkgForristal et al, 2012) he
combination of design measurasfrastructure idertity andsound layout are

factors that contributeto the transition from space to place, and therefarseable
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open spaces.
2.12¢ Links between facilities and usaf open space

The types ofdcal PO&rebased on their desigrand their intended purpose to
community. Literature by Jones et al (2009) and Gesti et al (2006) note that the
WielLlSaqQ 27 f 20l formd, niSuyal, youdy geéptes, pgit®dandzR S
informal. In these local open spaces, the facilities attdactive parts of local open

Fa GKS | 0 A fadtivitg amerdty, edXdnghankaSquafity and safety 6 DA £ S a
Corti et al, 2005 and Kaczynski et24108).A imited diversity irnthe types and design
of public open spaces problematicpecause ithe wants and needsf community

are not met, open spacesase to be valued (Kent, Madden, 1998). It is the
consideration of the elements as described by Gilesti (activity, amenity,
environmental quality and safefyhat help integrate landscape/vetggion, with

social, environmental and physical elements (Cho and Lee, 2011, T#428).
integration of the above elements is enhanced by facilities,aneportby

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 likdbathrooms, water fountains and benches because they provide a
greater benefit to space (Badland et al, 2015, 79). While research is conducted to
identifyi KS w322 RQ Skéwhafdielsihadve dn diavim{inZhe literature

to how these elements aresed and how often in the creation aftractive and wel

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

dzNB 'y FlLoONAODP az2y 3z YSNeReof Balithdf 0 K$ GA2Yy 27F
number of people in and around across different times, tiseof facilities, the

presenceofd | OGA DS &AGNBSGH tAFST FyR (KS SEGSy

(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

0SAY3 oLl Qlid2Wwa0A0NI Yyl 2Ly aLI O0S Aa I R
ALl OS gAGK | tS@St 2F QAGFEAGE D notig NI S&a [ |
that vitality in local parks is shapdy édiversity, accessibility, safety, identity and
distinctivenessinnovativeness, linkadey R 2 NB I Yy AT | afdpacgsl £ OF LI OA
(Landry, 2008). The design of public open space is strongly associated with hard

infrastructure and fewtheorists explore the soft infrastructure designntegration

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

many facets of urban vitality extend far beyond the space itselfto the street and

homeo . dzZOKI Yy Iy Ay a2y i32YSNEI mMppyI dpLd ¢KS
or the use of spacéVontgomery, 1998,104) is important, especially in recognizing

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

in these space@_andry, 2008). While vitality takes into consideration the soft and

hard infrastructure of open space, thgpes of facilitiesare not explored exposing

potential gaps in the literature.

2.14¢ Summary and Evaluation

This review hasummarisedhe reserch and guidingolicyelements of public open
spacedesign,as well asdentify the facilities that best contribute to positive use and
perceptions of local open spacds.Perth, he transition from public open space as a
provision in the Stephenson Heprn Plan, to the modern concept of POS a social
hub, has greatly affected its design and implementation, particularly in sulaunbs
local parks Much of the literature takes a standpoitdwards planning policyather
than focus on the elements of designd facilities this can be attributed to
contentions between new urbanism and landscape urbanism. Consequehdye

are different approaches in the design of local parks, ¥attus onactive and

passive opemapacities. This review has identified teasof future researchand

the needto for further investigation into thaeed to incorporatéoth soft and hard
facilitiesinto public open spagehe focus of this dissertatioflanning heory, as

well as societal perceptions of public open spacedmepedhow urban design
facilities have thability to create and sustainse and perceptions of local open

space.
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CHAPTER EASE STUDIES

3. 1¢ Introduction to CaseStudy Sites

Research wafocused on threelocal parksn the metrgolitan area The study areas
are: Ardross, Ellenbrook and Melvidavith each located in different proximities of

the Perth CBDTheresearch focuss on aalyzingthe use and perceptions of local
parks,andeach case studgarefully analysethe attempts through theamountand
quality of facilitiesin open spaceto influencethe character through public open

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

rangeof local parks.
3.2- Park Aerial Overview

To aid in visualization ¢iie 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 desidine aerial images also aid in the justification of

each site, due to thdifferencesin design and arrangements of each pailhe type

and age of the three parks are varie8hirley Strickland can be characterised as an

older park in terms of its oval design and layant! design focus on playing fields
reflecting a park of théReforrtlE NI o0/ NI y1 X mMppTtod ! yYyASQa [ |
t Nl YSIYygKAES O pleaseSSro@gparksduetd theitbnia®er | a W
size, but greater attention tthe inclusion of hard infrastructurand activity in the

open spaces.

3.3¢ Local Significance

Following on from the aerial images of each of the case study padgsshow the
parks in the context of their suburld pedestrian shed (PED Shed) is a way to
measure the ability to move through a neighbourhood andatslities and the
efficiencyof suich movements, by wking. Markings a400m and 800ndistances
from each cae study park have been made to illustraté and 10 minute walking

distance or PED sheds shown in Figures 5,6,&As shown in each of the maps, the
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three case study parks are the only major local parkkeir areaandtherefore can

be seen asraopen space focal point for residentsdwisitors of the suburb.

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

study sitesKadidjiny 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 hoursThereis only one large oval space within an 800m radius of

Kadidjiny Park. @nparatively, 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 pdion of the Ardross community. At an 800m distance from the

reserve, there are 5much snaINJ LJdzo £ A O 2 LISy &Ll OSad CAyl
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 3 Shirley Strickland Reserve, Ardr@ésarmaps, 2016)
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Figure 4: Kadidjiny Park, Melvi{ldearmaps, 2016)
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