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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: !ƴƴƛŜΩǎ [ŀƴŘƛƴƎ ό9ƭƭŜƴōǊƻƻƪύΣ {ƘƛǊƭŜȅ 

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. 
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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 ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ 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 άsmall parklandΩs that service the recreation needs of the immediate 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέ όDepartment 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 τ 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. 
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CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 ς 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:  

ΨΨǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŀǾŜ ŦǊŜŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΦ 
Encompasses: streets, squares, whether predominantly in residential, commercial or 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅκŎƛǾƛŎ ǳǎŜǎΤ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊƪǎΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎκǇǊƛǾŀǘŜΩ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǳƴǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ƻǊ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜέό/ŀƳŀƴƘƻ ŀƴŘ [ƻǇŜǎΣ 
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 communitiesτproviding 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 

ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ŜǊŀΩ ς 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 underpinnƛƴƎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ th{ ŀƴŘ /ǊŀƴȊΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ key stages of POS 

τ Pleasure Ground, Small Park, Reform Park and Recreational Facility. ¢ƘŜ ΨtƭŜŀǎǳǊŜ 

GrƻǳƴŘΩ ŜǊŀ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƻǾŀƭ-ƭƛƪŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Ψ{Ƴŀƭƭ tŀǊƪΩ 
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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 

ΨwŜŦƻǊƳ tŀǊƪΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŀǊŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ 

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

ΨwŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ CŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǊŀǘƘer 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 ΨDevelopment Control Policy 2.3 Public Open 

{ǇŀŎŜ ƛƴ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ !ǊŜŀǎΩ. The policy determines three objectives of open spaces ς 

άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 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-ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎƘƻǊŜǎέ (Department of Planning 2016, 4).  !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ 

adaption to growth trends have been curbed negatively and positively τ 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 ς 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 

ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǎǘŜǇǇƛƴƎ ǎǘƻƴŜǎΩ ǘƻ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦƻǊƳΦ 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 ς 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 

ŎƻƳǇƭƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƛǘȅΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ 

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

ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ƳƛȄ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέ ό{ǘŜǇƘŜƴǎƻƴΣ мфрмΣ м ƛƴ 

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: 

άƘƛƎƘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀǎ όмΦп ƘŀκмлллύΣ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŜƴŦƛŜƭŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ όпΦп 

Ƙŀκмлллύ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƛƴƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ όпΦм Ƙŀκмлллύέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ¦{ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ 

(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 estaǘŜǎΣ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

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 peƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǇŀŎŜ ōǳǘ 

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 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ΨtǳōƭƛŎ tŀǊƪƭŀƴŘΩΦ ¢Ƙe policy divides the term into three segments; regional 

open space, foreshore reserves, and public open space ς 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 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ th{ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŀǊƪƭŀƴŘΣ ŦŀǾƻǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ άōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻd 

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

playing fields (to be shared between a number of suburbsύέ ό[ƛǾŜŀōƭŜ 

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- /ƻǊǘƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭ ŀǎ ŀ άǊŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘich makes 

attempts to reduce car dependance through traditional design qualities such as 

ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǘƘǎΣ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƛȄ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎέ όGiles 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 

peopleτthe 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 

ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŜŜƴingΩ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ όYǳƭƭƳŀƴ нлмрΣ оммΣ 5ƻƴŀŘŜƛǳΣ нллсΣ отύΦ 

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 systemsτpractices and theories 

often in competition with each otherτin 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 ς 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 

ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ άŜǎŎŀǇŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊǘȅ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ŏƛǘȅ ƭƛŦŜέ 

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

used to be ς 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 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ŀǘǘŀŎƘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

environmental needs of space (Buys, Kennedy 2005 and Jones et al 2009).  
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2.9 ς 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 ς 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 ΨǎǇƻǊǘΩΣ ΨǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ 

ΨƴŀǘǳǊŜΩ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ς simply referred to in this project as ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǇŀǎǎƛǾŜΩ 

(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 ς 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 τ 

ΨǎǘƛŎƪȅ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ όYŀƭŜȅōŀǊΣ нлмоύΦ Sticky spaces refer to the parts of the urban 

environment that people engage with, and then want to remain in, as the result of 
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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 ς the demand and supply of one has effect on the other and 

consequently their considerations of design (Cordell, 1976, 1ύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ /ƻǊŘŜƭƭΩǎ 

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

ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ŀǎ /ƻǊŘŜƭƭΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ 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 άareas that 

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

green environmentέ (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 ΨŎƻƳǇǳƭǎƻǊȅΩ ƻǊ ΨǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅΩ όDƻƭƛŎƴƛƪ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǊŘ ¢ƘƻƳǇǎƻƴΣ нлмл). 

Passive space is often associated with the voluntary ς 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 ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ΨōŀŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ 

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 

ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ WŀƴŜ WŀŎƻōΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƭǳƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩ 

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 ς 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.  tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ΨŦƻǊ ŀƭƭΩ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ΨƳŀƴȅΩ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǿƘŀǘ 

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 tƻǊǘŜǊΩǎ concept of Ψplanning for allΩ. 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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мффуύΦ aƛǘŎƘŜƭƭ όмффрύ ŀŘǾƛǎŜǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŘƛǎƴŜȅŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǎǇŀŎŜ ςoverly 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.  

 

 

 

 

/ƘŜƛǎǳǊŀΩǎ ŘƛŀƎǊŀƳ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ 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 ς focused on provision, not 

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

ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ !ƭŜȄŀƴŘŜǊΩǎ όмфтфύ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ΨƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƳŀǇǎΩ ς 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 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ōŜƭƻƴƎέ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ όvǳƛƎƭŜȅΣ мффуΣ мнтύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ CƻǊǊƛǎǘŀƭ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ 

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 ς 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 

ΨǘȅǇŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ; formal, natural, young peoples, sports and 

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

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ άactivity, amenity, environmental quality and safetyέ όDƛƭŜǎ- 

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 ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ th{Σ 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 ς Ability of POS to create and sustain vitality  

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

ǳǊōŀƴ ŦŀōǊƛŎΦ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅΩǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŀǎ sense of vitality - άǘƘŜ 

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

presence of aƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ƭƛŦŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦŜŜƭǎ ŀƭƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƭƛǾŜƭȅέ 

(Montgomery, 1998, 97) is consistent with strong urban design principles. Social 



 

 16 

integration is a key function of the public realm and Montgomery reaffirms that 

ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ΨŜǎŎŀǇŜΩ ǘƻ ŀ ǾƛōǊŀƴǘ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŀōƭŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ ƻǇŜƴ 

ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǾƛǘŀƭƛǘȅΦ /ƘŀǊƭŜǎ [ŀƴŘǊȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ noting 

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

distinctiveness, innovativeness, linkage ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ of spaces 

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

infrastructure and few theorists explore the soft infrastructure design ς 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 ό.ǳŎƘŀƴŀƴ ƛƴ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅΣ мффуΣ фрύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǎƻŦǘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ς 

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 ς 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 ς Introduction to Case Study Sites 

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

are: Ardross, Ellenbrook and Melville ς 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 ς 

reflecting a park of the ΨReformΩ ŜǊŀ ό/ǊŀƴȊΣ мффтύΦ !ƴƴƛŜΩǎ [ŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ YŀŘƛŘƧƛƴȅ 

tŀǊƪ ƳŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ  ΨPlease GroundΩ parks due to their smaller 

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

open spaces.  

3.3 ς 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 smallŜǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ !ƴƴƛŜΩǎ [ŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

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 2Υ !ƴƴƛŜΩǎ [ŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ 9ƭƭŜƴōǊƻƻƪ όbŜŀǊƳŀǇǎΣ нлмсύ 
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Figure 3: Shirley Strickland Reserve, Ardross (Nearmaps, 2016) 
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Figure 4: Kadidjiny Park, Melville (Nearmaps, 2016) 


