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THE NEED FOR EVALUATION IN URBAN OPEN SPACES - A CASE
STUDY FROM THE CITY OF VIENNA

SUMMARY

Urban open spaces are essential to the routingsopfie’s lives in a city. They create
space to escape from high-density urban envirorsritiat we live in. Many people
are looking for a place to spend quality time widmily or friends. Public open
spaces, especially parks, provide space for movenretaxation and creating
opportunities for social interaction. It is cle&at parks are a critical component of

urban environment.

The major goal of this research was to investigageimportance of evaluation in
designed environments. The benefits of evaluatiopublic open spaces are often

underestimated, due to the lack of focus on effecdind sustainable design.

In this study, the importance of evaluation is exgdl through the review of relevant

literature and a Post-Occupancy Evaluation of d@amiopen space in Vienna.

A post-occupancy evaluation was conducted at ghberhood park to investigate
use patterns of the park and user activities, antifly user preferences and the
factors that influence activities. To collect dasite observations, site analysis,

survey and behavioral mapping were used.

The results indicated that Rudolf-Bednar-Park rexgticonsiderable use, served a
variety of demographic groups and supported thgirtsand social activities. The
results of this POE study confirmed that the degigals of Rudolf-Bednar-Park
were largely met. Park users were generally satisfith the park, but they also
expressed various preferences and needs. As & @sgbing evaluation of a public
open space in a partnership with its users iscafiind consequently redesign has to

be applied, to keep up with changing needs.
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KENTSEL ACIK ALANLARDA KULLANIM SONRASI DE GERLENDIRME
IHTIYACI — VIYANA SEHRINDEN ORNEK ALAN CALI SMASI

OZET

Kentsel acik alanlar, gunlik rutinimiz icinde oladak 6nemli konumda olmakla
birlikte kentsel mekanin ywunlugundan kacmak icin olanak @ayan alanlardir.
Bircok insan ailesi veya arkagari ile nitelikli vakit gecirebilmek iginsehrin
yogunlugundan biraz da olsun kurtulma cabagiliminde oldusundan hareket
etmeye, dinlenmeye ve sosyalteeye olanak ggayan parklar kentsel alan icerisinde

onemli bilgsenlerden biri olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu projenin ana temasl, tasarlagngevrelerde kullanim sonrasi gglendirme
calismasinin 6nemini incelemektir. Kullanim sonrasgetéendirme calmalari, bu
alanda vyeterli ilginin olmamasi ya da farkli seleegén dolayr c¢gunlukla

goérmezden gelinngiir.

Bu calsma kapsaminda kullanim sonrasgeidendirme caymalarinin 6nemi, ilgili
literattr taramasi ile birlikte Viyana’'da yer aldmr kentsel acgik alanin kullanim
sonrasi dgerlendirmesi yapilarak ortaya konulgwr. Kullanim sonrasi
deserlendirme cabmasi, kullanici dokusu ve aktivitelerini incelemék)lanicilarin

secimlerini ve aktivitelerini etkileyen faktorlesrtaya cikarmak tzere uygularym.

Sonuglar Rudolf-Bednar-Park’'in gangictaki tasarim gayelerinin olumlu sonug
gosterdgini ortaya cikarmgtir. Parkin kullanicilar ggunlukla parktan memnun
olduklarini dile getirmilerdir. Ancak bununla birlikte parktan beklentileden ve
sikayetlerinden de bahsetgterdir. Sonug olarak, park her ne kadar kullanrmia
memnun etse de, kullanim sonrasi ortaya ¢ikan korudeserlendirmeyi ihmal
etmemelidir. Bgka bir deysle, dizenli birsekilde tekrar eden kullanim sonrasi
deserlendirme cabmalari parkin bgarisinin  surddrulebilirdii icin - 6nemlidir.
Yeniden tasarim samasinda parkin kullanicilarinin gataya ortakigl oldukca
kritik Oneme sahiptir. Tasarlangnikentsel cevreler zaman icerisinde tekrar

degerlendirilmeli ve zamanin gereklerine uygun halertelidir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Thesis

The major goal of this research was to investigageimportance of evaluation in
designed environments. Specifically, help to previguidelines in developing
effective parks through post-occupancy evaluatioethmds. To this end, a

neighborhood park, Rudolf-Bednar-Park, in Vienng weaaluated.

Rudolf-Bednar-Park was designed in 2008 and itorsated at the center of a
residential area, in a new city expansion disticVienna, where once there was a
train station. The former site of the Vienna Nogtation (Nordbahnhof) is currently
one of the largest inner-city development area¥ienna. In the 1990s, a team of
architects, urban planners, traffic experts, sogsts and ecologists designed a

concept for developing the North Station site thiitrun until 2025.

The overall purpose of the Rudolf-Bednar-Park pojeas to create a natural
landscape at the center of a residential distnct ensure further enrichment of the
living quality of the residents.

One of the purposes of this research was to irgastiwhether the initial design
intentions were effectively executed, by conductipgst-occupancy evaluation
methods A design evaluation would provide the Rudolf-BedRark users and the
designer with useful information about how the parkctions and how residents

value the park. More detailed descriptions of takpvere discussed in Part 4.
The specific research goals are;

1. To evaluate the performance, efficiency, and fumality of a neighborhood
park.

2. To determine the demographic characteristics ok pesers and their use

patterns.

3. To identify design features and characteristicd #raourage users to be
more physically active and engage in social intesaamong residents.



4. To provide design guidelines and recommendationsutore designs based

on the empirical findings.

Cooper Marcus and Francis (1998) emphasized thefiberof Post-Occupancy
Evaluation (POE), stating, “It is very rare for ggsteams or their clients to return to
the site after a year or two of use to conductséesyatic, objective evaluation. If this
kind of feed forward was routinely undertaken, wndiual designers and clients
would learn from their mistakes and success, arfcoablished — the whole design
community would benefit.” By identifying and solgrproblems of the parks, POE
studies will provide information to the communitiabout the effectiveness of the
parks. In this regard, the POE study at Rudolf-BedPark will be an opportunity to
test whether the park is being used as effectiadyintended 2 years before.
Additionally, design guidelines and recommendatibased on the post-occupancy
evaluation, will provide useful and practical infeation for the planning and design

of new parks, and evaluate the effectiveness ctiexg parks.

1.2 Background

Public open spaces in a city are essential to dkéines of work and home life,
providing space for movement, creating opportusifie communication, and the
grounds for play and relaxation (Carr et al., 1992arr et al. (1992) defines the

public open space as an essential ingredient ¢apes$ of our life.

Public open spaces bear so many problems and asnitiside. Looking at urban
spaces, one can see easily, that it is hard tdeceeauccessful open space. Some of
them work and the others do not. Effective pubpaces are extremely difficult to
accomplish, because their complexity is rarely ustded. As William Whyte (1980)
said, “It's hard to design a space that will ndtaat people. What is remarkable is

how often this has been accomplished.”

To accomplish an effective successful park durimgdesign process a designer has
to consider the expectations of different groupssdrs and the managers. If not, the
result can be inevitable that the public spacededteinused or used in a way that

was not intended originally. Public spaces shoddhe ones that are responsive to

the needs of their users; democratic in their agb#isy; and meaningful for the



larger community and the society (Carr et al., J9%2these three conditions are

being accomplished, then the public space willxey and well-used by people.

A deeper understanding of needs and problems cad tkesigners to create
successful public open spaces. Moreover, many @nublcan be solved or at least
reduced through effective programming, designingl ananagement. (Francis,
2003). Past case studies suggest that open spa&asen good ones — cannot just be
designed and forgotten. They need to be evaluatddedesignedver time. Thus,
designers can only benefit from such evaluatiort® {earn how to look more

critically at well or poorly designed public opgpeses.

Additionally, ongoing evaluation and redesign obli spaces are critical to their
existence (Cooper et al. 1998). Designed publicepareed to be evaluated and
redesignedver time, to keep up with changing needs. A camirsly used public
space with its many memories can help anchor aerise of personal continuity in
a rapidly changing world (Hester, 1990).

A government department is often responsible fatesyatic evaluative research.
However, this research is mainly related with gaweent budget and in the second
place with attention to the research itself. Theesom for the greater proliferation of
POE research in USA and Western Europe is, thahmuare government money
and attention is being focused on effective desigme literary sources reviewed
here, are primarily from the USA and from the Ukegedless to say that, these

nations have a more mature POE culture than otiens.

1.3 Hypotheses

The followings are the hypotheses to be testedignstudy;

1. Cultural differences have an explicit role in freqay of park visits and user

satisfaction.

2. Distance to a park is negatively related with frergey of park visits and user

satisfaction.

3. Satisfaction with the park (i.e., features, safend maintenance) is

positively related to perception of benefits oflpar



4. Frequency of park visit is positively related wgarception of health benefits
of people.

The outline of the thesis is organized as folloiveomprehensive review of relevant
literature is presented in Part Il. In the firsttpaf the literature review, the need for
evaluation of public spaces is discussed. In theors® part, Post-Occupancy
Evaluation is introduced. This part especially esws its purpose, benefits and
barriers. The purpose of the review is to undetstae method and the significance
of it.

The methodology and procedures utilized in accashpig this study are illustrated
in Part 3. The location and description of the gtagea is discussed, as are the
sampling, methodologies and analyses techniquesl. usbe results of site
observations and questionnaire surveys are reveal@art 4. Part 5 discusses the

conclusion and recommendations for future research.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter discusses a comprehensive reviewafaet literature for this study. In
the first part of the literature review, the need &valuation of public spaces is
presented. This part is concerned with the pulp@ce — public life relation and
following are the user needs from public space. $beond part focuses on Post-
Occupancy Evaluation (POE), reviewing the literattegarding purposes, benefits,
and barriers of it. The importance of POE studresmethodologies are introduced.

2.1 Need For Evaluation Of Public Spaces

In this chapter of the literature review, the néedevaluation of public spaces is
presented in two parts. First part presents thdigpspace and public life and its
coherence, the second part introduces the pospaocy evaluation.

2.1.1 Public Space/Public Life

“A public space of high quality will always be repozed by people interrupting
their walk or daily business so they can rest, ethe city, the public spaces and be
together with other people.” (Jan Gehl, 2002).

2.1.1.1Public Open Space

A commonly known definition of public space doest mxist. One of the most
renowned public space researchers, Stephan Ca&R)18efined public space as
“the stage upon which the drama of communal liféolds.” On the other hand,
Madanipour (1999) defined public space as thosasangthin towns, cities and the
countryside that are physically accessible to ewaey where strangers and citizens
can enter with few restrictions. There are so mdefinitions about public space
with different approaches resulting from differearigles of vision. Some define
public space as “any place that people use wheatngbrk or at home.” (Shonfield
1998). While others have carried the concept ioyérspace’ (Crang 2000; Holmes
1997).



A review of the Scottish Executive Central ResedJait (Kit Campbell Associates,
2001) defined the open space and suggested a cortypology that was absent
before (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1:A Typology of Open Space

OPEN SPACE

Any unbuilt land within the boundary of a villagewn or city that provides, or has the
potential to provide, environmental, social andfoonomic benefits to communities,
whether direct or indirect.

GREEN SPACE CIVIC SPACE

A subset of open space, consisting of anyA subset of open space, consisting of urban
vegetated land or structure, water or  squares, market places and other paved or

geological feature within urban areas. hard landscaped areas with a civic
function.
Parks and gardens Civic squares
Amenity greenspace Market places
Children’s play areas Pedestrian streets
Sports facilities Promenades and sea fronts

Green corridors
Natural/semi-natural greenspace

Other functional greenspace

2.1.1.2Successful Public Space

Characteristics of successful public spaces hawn nalyzed many times by
numerous researchers. A review of relevant liteeatar “What makes a successful

public space?” takes place in this part.

Danish Architect and urban design consultant Jahnl G®87) expresses that “The
key to establishing lively and safe public spasepéadestrian traffic and pedestrian
activities.” He defines three types of activitiespublic spaces: necessary activities,
optional activities and social activities (Figurel The optional and the social
activities are the important keys to city quality.poor quality city areas people can
only find necessary activities i.e. people doiniggsk that they have to do. In good
guality city areas people can find not only necegsaativities but also a multitude of
recreational and social activities that people lmvdo while in cities. People stay for

much longer than really necessary, because thesmgoging themselves.



Open Space Quality

Poor Good

Necessary activities .

Optional activities [ ]

Social activities @ .

Figure 2.1: Open space quality and pedestrian activities

Necessary Activities he things that have to be done; going to schwaiting for the
bus and going to work. In the short term, thesesygf activities occur regardless of
the quality of the physical environment becausepfeeare compelled to carry them

out.

Optional Activities Activities people are tempted to do when climatanditions,
surroundings and the place are generally invitind attractive. These activities are

especially sensitive to quality. They only occuremniguality is high.

Social Activities These activities occur whenever people move ataorthe same
space. Watching, listening, experiencing other feoassive and active
participation.

Similarly, Stephen Carr (1992) expresses that iietivon public spaces occur not
only because of its succeds may be accidental and serendipitous as well. Fo
example, stopping in a plaza can happen becausecessity along a route. These
incidental users probably make up a minority of peeple we find in public places,

although they cannot be ignored (Carr, 1992).

PPS (2000) suggests five indicators of a highlycessful public open space. First, a
high proportion of people in groups use space. &&ca higher than average
proportion of woman use the space, which indicatdsigher level of perceived



safety and comfort. Third, different age groups tise space, together and at
different times of the day. Fourth, a range of @dractivities occurs simultaneously.
Fifth, more activities of affection are presentctsias smiling, kissing, embracing,
and holding hands (PPS 2000). As the cities beduwomnee to increasing numbers of

people the quality of place for people is important

Scottish Executive Development Department (Kit Chalip Associates 2001)
defines that most successful places as the ones fibiarish socially and

economically, tend to have certain qualities in omm. First, they have a distinct
identity. Second, their spaces are safe and pleaBhind, it's easy to move around

in them, especially on foot. Fourth, visitors faedense of welcome.

The formulation of successful public open spacek ioto account public’s view of

what constitutes successful public space. This \naw often been neglected, but is
strongly advocated (Alexander 1977; Lynch 1960k places that do not respond to
human needs cannot be considered as successfelssptigh quality public spaces
will always be used by people to rest, enjoy anddgether with other people. For
example, William Whyte (1980) expresses that thet-bsed plazas are sociable
places, with a higher proportion of couples than fiad in less-used places, more

people in groups, more people meeting people, cnanging goodbyes.

2.1.1.3Universal Principles

There are some universal principles that can béegpi the design and redesign of
urban parks and public open spaces, although someigles are unique and can

vary from space to space.

The CABE and DETR’s report’s (2001) common chanasties of successful urban

open places are:

e Character Places should have their own identity, respondingand

reinforcing distinctive patterns of development antture.

e Continuity and enclosurePublic and private spaces should be clearly

distinguished, and the continuity of building frages should be promoted.

e Quality of the public realmPlaces should have attractive and successful
public spaces that work well for all users, inchglidisabled and elderly

people.



Ease of movemenPlaces should be easy to get to and move thrdRighes
should be inter-connected and put people befofictrahile integrating land

uses and transport modes.

Legibility: Places should have a clear image, be easy tostaddrand easily
identify the purpose of the space. They should idevecognizable routes

and landmarks to help people find their way around.

Adaptability Places should be capable of changing in respimneeonomic,

social and technological conditions.

Diversity. Places should have variety and choice. There dhoella mix of
appropriate developments and uses that meet théreeds of all sectors of

society.

Project for Public Spaces (2000), explains thesencon principles as:

Accessibility:Linkages, walkability, connectedness and convemienc
Activities: Uses, celebration, usefulness and sustainability.

Comfort and Image:Elements such as safety, good places to sit,

attractiveness, and cleanliness
Sociability: Dimensions such as friendliness, interactivity, dnrsity.

Table 2.2:Principles of creating great public spaces

UNDERLYING IDEAS

1. The community is the expert

2. You are creating the place — not a design

3. You can'tdo it alone

4. They always say it can't be done
PLAYING AND OUTREACH TECHNIQUES

5. You can see a lot by just observing

6. Develop a vision

TRANSLATING IDEAS INTO ACTION
7. Form supports function
8. Triangulate

IMPLEMENTATION
9. Start with petunias. Experiment.
10. Money is not the issue
11. You are never finished




PPS outlines these principles to create great ppldces shown in Table 2.2. Eleven

key elements have been identified in transforminglip spaces into vibrant

community places, whether they are parks, plazatsjqsquares, streets, sidewalks

or other outdoor and indoor spaces that have pubbs in common.

Jan Gehl (2002) also expresses essential commditiegiéo achieve a successful

public space. On Figure 2.2, there is a key wat] Which concerns the quality of

the pedestrian landscape. If an analysis of a p@place ends up with a resounding

YES to these 12 questions, a “100 percent” plaseblean achieved.

Figure 2.2: Key word list concerning the quality of the pediestiandscape

1. Protection against 2. Protection against 3. Protection against
% Traffic &Accidents crime & violence unpleasant sense
= «  Traffic accidents (feeling of safety) experiences
8 »  Fear of traffic e Livedin/ used *  Wind/draft
= e Other accidents » Street life * Rain/snow
8 »  Street watchers » Cold/heat
o »  Overlapping functions » Population
—in space & time « Dust, glare, noise
4. Possibilities for 5. Possibilities for 6. Possibilities for
WALKING STANDING/STAYING SITTING
« Room for walking » Attractive edges e Zones for sitting
«  Untiring layout of “Edge effect” «  Maximizing
streets » Defined spots for advantages primary and
* Interesting facades staying secondary sitting
— * No obstacles »  Supports for staying possibilities
% « Good services e Benches for resting
L
(23 7. Possibilities to 8. Possibilities for 9. Possibilities for
O SEE HEARING/TALKING PLAY/UNFOLDING/
* Seeing-distances * Low noise level ACTIVITIES
* Unhindered views * Bench arrangements « Invitation to physical
+ Interesting views “talkscapes” activities, play, unfolding &
+ Lighting (when entertainment — day & nigh
dark) and summer & winters
10. Scale 11. Possibilities for 12. Aesthetic quality/
- « Dimensioning of enjoying positive positive sense-
@ || buildings & spaces in aspects of climate experiences
Q observance of the «  Sun & shade «  Good design & good
= || important human «  Warmth/ coolness detailing
8 dimensions related to . « Breeze / ventilation e Viewl/vistas
senses, movements, siz . Trees, plants, water
& behavior
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Similarly, Steve Carr defines three primary valtlest guide the development of our
perspective: he expresses that public spaces slheuesponsivedemocraticand

meaningful Responsive spaces are those that are designedarafed to serve the
needs of their users. Democratic places protectigines of user groups (Carr et al.,
1992). Meaningful spaces are those that allow metplmake strong connections
between the place, their personal lives, and thgetaworld. They relate to their

physical and social context (Carr et al., 1992).

2.1.1.4Why public spaces fall

In this part, common design mistakes are discussestly, many public spaces seem
to be intentionally designed to be looked at buttoached. They are mostly neat,
clean, and most of the time almost empty. Whenldipspace is empty, vandalized,
or used mainly by undesirables, this is generaBjga that something is wrong with
its design, or its management, or both.

Overemphasis on art and aesthetgsanother commonly known mistake. Places
have been designed to be viewed as abstract ansfarith few human amenities
(Francis, 2003). Sometimes this overemphasis onisara result of lack of
understanding to the user needs. Then, they mayorelthe relative certainties of
geometry. Designers may easily confuse their deiremake a strong visual

statement with good design if they are not welugiaed in social understanding.

Whyte (2000) criticizes the common mistakes becao$elack of deeper
understanding, and points out the public spacdsrés in detail shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3:Why Public Spaces Fall

* Lack of good places to sit

» Lack of gathering points

* Poor entrances and visually inaccessible spaces

» Dysfunctional features

» Paths that don’'t go where people want to go

» Domination of a place by vehicles

» Blank walls or dead zones around the edges ofce pla
* Inconveniently located transit stops

* Nothing going on
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William Whyte (1988) has also criticized the visudéntity of contemporary public
spaces. He states that designers rely on inapptepmodelsso often, lacking
relevance to American life. Moreover, Mark Chides{@986) has argued that
American designers have intentionally borrowed paem plaza designs, especially
from Italy. Michael Brill (1989a) has called thi¥tiro-urbanism”. “We are not a
café society, and we lack the tradition of the @wgrpromenade.” Whether this
changing is an interesting question, but thereagdyt are some spaces based on
obvious European prototypes that are not well usedexample, Boston’s City Hall
Plaza, modeled after Sienna’s Piazza del Camponés of that city’'s least used
public spaces (Cooper Marcus & Francis, 1998). Phases are going unused just

because of its designer’s architectural concerns.

2.1.1.5Community Participation

Community participation is an essential elementmalking successful public open
spaces while still in the development process. Wiesidents are informed and
engaged to participate in the process of desigey thay feel better connected to
their communities. Public open spaces should cre@atieonger sense of community
by connecting residents to one another and to émsironment (PPS 2000).

Designers do not commonly utilize community pap@tion, because this phase may
take some extra time. Understanding user needs camdlicts during design
eventually will save time later by avoiding projelglays and the potential for future
redesign. However there are also many low costkeffiedtive methods of community

participation, such as workshops, surveys, intersjeand observation (Hester 1990).

2.1.1.6The Role of Professionals

Indeed, participation does have risks and limitat theed to be understood.

Landscape architect Randy Hester (1999) suggestpdnticipation sometimes leads

to what he calls “participatory gridlock” where teds no consensus. He adds that
effective participation, needs to been done withview” — a clear vision of the

desired future; then this phase can be produchderewarding.

Similarly, Louise Mozingo (1995) notes that askpepple what they want, can lead
to some problems, because users can sometimes rimviminded and selfish.

Moreover, sometimes they do not concern themselisthe greater public good.
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The community participation is a prerequisite food public spaces but it has to
implementedadequatel, and thedesigners and city officials need to be proar in

their approach.

2.1.2The Needs In Public Spac

When the topic is the neecof a public space, it i®ssentic to have deeper
understanding fonuman neec. Abraham Maslow (1968attempted to synthesize
large body of research related to hunmotivation Maslow posited ierarchy of
needs represented in the shape of a pyramid, WwéHargest and lowest levels
needs at the bottom, and need for selfctualization at the tc (Figure 2.3).
Maslow's hierarchyf-needs theory is used to predict development of iQual Life

(QOL) in countries over tim

morality,
creativity,
spontaneity,
problem solving,
lack of prejudice,
Self-actualization acceptance of facts

self-esteem, confidence,
achievement, respect of others,
Esteem respect by others

friendship, family, sexual intimacy

Love/belonging

security of: body, employment, resources,
Safety morality, the family, health, property

Physiological

Figure 2.3: Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs

In order to have effective design and managemepubfic spaces is essential to
understand thémportance ¢ quality of life indicators existenc at a place and its
role an people’s live. The success of the public space does not meepend upon

its design decisions.

Based on review of past research and castes, five types of reasons seeto be
used commonlyfor people’s needs in public spaces: comfort, r@iax, passive
engagement anactive engagement w the environment, andstovery (Cai et al.,
1992).Stephen Carr (1992) stateThe places that do not meet people’s needs o

serve no important functions for people will be enged and unsuessful.”
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2.1.2.1Comfort

Comfort is a basic need from a living space. Withmamfort, it is difficult to desire
for the other needs (Carr et al., 1992). For amamace to be well used, it needs to

be comfortable in the first place.

The various forms of accessibility, including plogiand symbolic access, are basic
prerequisites to comfort. This also includes thecsd needs of children, women,

elderly, handicapped people as well as the needthafc minorities.

In addition, relief from sun or access to sun imaor factor in the use of specific
places (Bosselmann, 1983; Whyte, 1980). Some gbaiseresearches stress the need
for some escape from the sun; shade from treestalliady or some form of shelter
(Carr, 1992).

Comfortable and sufficient seating is an importangredient of nearly any
successful open space. In addition to physical oaydeating should be designed to
offer social and psychological comfort. Whyte (1P8&6lls attention to the need for
“sittable space” that is comfortable and properigmted, spaces that have access to

sunlight, trees, water, and food.

Jerold S. Kayden (2000) criticizes that there can significant conflicts with
confusing presentations of comfort elements of acel For example, a wrong
presentation of café’s tables may confuse users thimix that they must pay the

price of a meal or drink to sit at a table and grfee space.

Comfort in public open spaces is effected by soym@atures, but crime can be
considered as the most important threat. It is mnaon concern and a reality in
many public places and cannot be ignored. Actudlmarceived rates of crime have
been proven to have a serious impact on public gpaice use (Newman, 1972).
However, crime is not the only issue. Anti-sociahlvior is a significant problem as
well; and it is difficult to classify and quantifyt can include racial harassment,
verbal abuse, noise, unruly behavior, intimidatonl violent behavior, littering and
graffiti. The English House Condition Survey 199BETR 1998a), theSurvey of
English Housing: Housing in England 1999-200DTLR 2001a) and2000/01
Survey of English Housing: Preliminary ResylBTLR 2001b) provide empirical
data to prove that problems of anti-social behaworurban areas are existing
(Williams, 2001).
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To prevent crime, vandalism and anti-social behawwst be priority for local
authorities. In the same way, design principlestnpugvide physical conditions to

help resident feel safer.

Across many cultures and times, women have beeatdmed in public spaces (Carr
et al., 1992). Males tend to dominate the use dftrpablic open spaces, especially
the use of downtown plazas. For example, LeanneR@in (1986) noted that

women felt safer in local neighborhood sites, whbesy are surrounded by familiar
faces, in a neighborhood they could trust. Womennaore discriminating than men
as to where they will sit, more sensitive to anmxga Whyte (1980) notes that when
there is a higher than average proportion of wontie®,public space is probably a

good one.

2.1.2.2Relaxation

Relaxation can be defined as a sense of psychalogpenfort. Research in a variety
of public spaces indicates that residents frequesdgkk out places for relaxation;
especially parks that traditionally have been vievas places of relaxation (Carr,
1992). This comfort can be provided by natural @ets such as water or vegetation,
which are essential ingredients for relaxation (@ 1999; Lewis, 1996; Ulrich,
1981).

It can also provide relaxation in specific healtid gphysiological effects such as
reduction of stress or decreased blood pressurecliyl1981). Considerable

empirical research has shown the healing powearafdcapes (Cooper, 1999). While
landscape architects have argued this since Olmstety in the last decades has

significant empirical research proven this conalaki (Francis, M., 2003).

2.1.2.3Passive Engagement

Passive engagement is the way most people experaen spaces. It can lead to a
sense of relaxation but it differs in that it inve$ the need for an encounter with the
setting without becoming actively involved (Carr at, 1992). Passive activities
include sitting, reading, people-watching, daydre@mn sleeping...etc. Public
performances often help facilitate this kind ofates (PPS 2000).

! Frederick Law Olmsted was an American journalisidscape designer and father of American
landscape architecture. Frederick was famous feigdang many well-known urban parks (Adapted
from Url-1)
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People-watching is a frequently reported activity small urban spaces. Whyte
(1980) indicates that it is the most popular agtivin downtown plazas. He states
that, "What attracts people most it would appeamther people.” Danish architect
and urban designer Jan Gehl (1987) notes that imgtgreople is the number one
attraction in any city. In a study of San Franciptazas, Nancy Linday (1978) found
that the favorite sitting places were adjacenhtopedestrian flow, in particular, near
street corners. Similarly, Ruth Leeds Love (1973)nd that the most frequently
mentioned activity at two Portland fountains wasatehing other people.” Cooper
Marcus (1998) also states that observing othethasmost popular activity in an

urban public space.

Another important attraction of public spaces i tbhpportunity to observe
performers and formal activities. The schedulingspécial events has become a

popular management approach in many urban plazhpaiks (Carr et al., 1992).

Natural elements, particularly vegetation, alsaaatt people in urban places. The
opportunity to be close to those elements sucHads) trees, flowers, and water is
strongly desired by people. Mainly, water featuses a particular focus of interest.
In a study of the qualities that people preferuidoor spaces, Buker and Montarzino
(1983) found that water was the single most dedeatlire, mentioned by 98 percent

of their interviewers.

Public art or a compelling landscape in an urbahlipuspace is another type of
passive engagement that is related to the phyaiwdlaesthetic qualities of a site
(Carr et al., 1992).

2.1.2.4Active Engagement

Active engagement represents a more direct experiefth a place and the people
within it. Although some people find satisfactiam people-watching, others desire
more direct contact with people (Carr et al., 19%¥j)lliam Whyte (1980) notes that

unusual features or occurrences in a plaza, suelm antertainer or a fine sculpture,
provides a linkage between people and motivatengérs to talk to each other.
Similarly, Christopher Alexander (1977) has pointedt the importance of the

interaction between strangers in small public spadeere people are able to “make

out the faces and half hear the talk.” Only witlw fexceptions such as Venice's
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Piazza San Marco and London's Trafalgar Squaresrtiadl size of the plaza can be
an advantage that encourages a sense of sociaatam

Therefore, public spaces play a crucial role asttéing for socializing with relatives,
neighbors, acquaintances, and friends. Accordingldoe Jacobs (1961), public
spaces that play the most important social funanamany older, working-class, and
low-income neighborhoods, are mostly the streets satbewalks, neither plazas nor
public parks. She notes that public space actsvzisach as picnics and Sunday
outings cut across class, less affluent peopldicpéarly in cities, are clearly more

dependent upon outdoor spaces close to home.

In addition to social interaction, some people seekatisfy physical involvement

needs by various types of sport or physical agtigpportunities of a place (Cranz,

1982). Public open spaces ought to enable partitsp@ exercise both their bodies
and their competitive desires (Carr et al., 1999ople need to be able to test
themselves, both intellectually and physically, tbey lose interest. Especially

children need to develop their cognitive abiliti@sd their sense of competence
(White, 1959).

In addition, it is important to respect the neetip@ople with physical disabilities,
public places could, and should, promote disabtmp[e’s activities as well, but this

is something lacking in most present-day desigrasr(992).

Ceremonies, celebrations and festivals are othalitepas that people often seek in
urban public places. Public places can becometdige ©f gatherings, special events
and performances (Brower, 1977). Ritual celebratiare another kind of gathering
activities, common to public spaces (Carr et aP92) such as New Year
celebrations, Easter Celebrations...etc. People meqinese kinds of gathering

activities to refresh their lives.

2.1.2.5Discovery

Public open spaces should also provide importapbdpnities for discovery-based
learning and education (Stine, 1997). Exploratisnai human need. Discovery
represents the desire for stimulation (Lynch, 19&8y children, being deprived of
stimulation can stunt their development both ietlially and socially.
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An important and often overlooked user need acogrdd Mark Francis (2003) is
the desire for fun or excitement in public spaéesamples of such public spaces that
address those desires are adventure playgrouratebsiard parks and theme parks

such as Disney Corporation.

2.1.3 The Need for Evaluation of Public Spaces

The relevant literature regarding the public sgadalic life coherence is reviewed in
the previous parts. In this part, the literatundeeed is concerned with the question,

why there is a need for evaluation in public ope#ices.

The Project for Public Spaces, a non-profit orgatnin, has evaluated hundreds of
spaces in North America and abroad. PPS (200@ssthat places should be created,
not just designed. Furthermore, they stress thlaisan is “never finished.” Past case
studies suggest that ongoing evaluation and redexdigublic spaces are critical to
their life (Cooper et al. 1998). It is importanta@ealuate the performance, efficiency,
and functionality of the park over time.

In addition to this, designed public spaces alsedrnte be evaluated and redesigned
over time to keep up changing needs. A continuousld public space with its
many memories can help anchor one’s sense of p@rsomtinuity in a rapidly

changing world (Hester, 1990).

There are several methods that are commonly useddliate the use, needs and
conflicts in public open spaces. Perhaps the muagiificsant one is the Post-
Occupancy Evaluation (POE) method. P@tethod in the form of case studies
should become an integral part of all built opeacgs. Public park agencies, non-
profit organizations, citizen groups, and landscapechitects should form
partnerships to support this kind of ongoing evidue and redesign in their

communities (Francis, 2003).

In most cases, designers and their clients wowdnlédrom such evaluations, but
there may be some who find this approach - whick regeal mistakes or oversights

- somewhat threatening. (Cooper et al., 1998).

One of the reasons commonly used by designersotoaddressing the people needs
in design is lack of time and budget (Francis, 206®wever, professional urban
designers have proven that while it may take soxte ¢ime to address user needs
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and conflicts early in the design process, thi$ sal/e time later by avoiding project
delays and the potential for future redesign.

Often, there seems to have been less concern byclibets to evaluate the
performance of what is often a one-time buildingoatdoor space complex. When
the client is unlikely to sponsor another similaojpct, there is less motivation to
look back and evaluate pros and cons of the ofigiclaeme (Cooper at al., 1998).
Obviously, if this kind of feed forward was routipeundertaken, individual

designers and clients would learn from their mietakand successes, and—if

published—the whole design community would benefit.

The results of POE studies that could benefit tgigh community are often not
published, and only in academic journals (for exi@rpe Environmental Design
Research Association, Environment and Behaviorynabwf Environmental Psy-
chology, Journal of Architectural and Planning Resk) that are rarely read by
designers. Professional magazines serving the mesigmmunity do not encourage

critical articles (Cooper et al., 1998).

On the contrary, it is extremely important thatigesrs learn from such evaluations

to be able to look more critically at well or popdesigned public open spaces.

2.2 Post-Occupancy Evaluation

There have been significant methods to evaluatpubéc open spaces. Madden and
Lowe’s evaluation method is still one of the mastnprehensive and useful (Francis,
2003). Zeisel's method is also one of the basidwd in this field.

Presumably, the most significant is the use ofRbst-Occupancy Evaluation (POE)
method as a way to assess if the design is efeedd®@E is defined as “a process of
systematically evaluating the performance of baddi after they have been built and

occupied for some time (FFC, 2002).

POE is primarily focused on buildings and indoorviesnments, while the
application to parks or outdoor areas is relativiigited. Some POE studies
attempted to evaluate the utilization and usesftiion of outdoor areas such as an
urban park (Kaplan, 1980), healing gardens (Whiiskoet al., 2001; Heath &
Gifford, 2001; Sherman et al, 2005), and outdocacsp in healthcare facilities
(Cooper Marcus & Barnes, 1999; Shepley & Wilsor@9)9 Although a standardized
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method or structured process to conduct a POE badeen developed (Cooper
Marcus & Francis, 1998). Cooper Marcus & Franci@9g) valued the benefits of
POE application on outdoor spaces, saying that & & be very informative and
useful in improving and designing a park, playgmuor open space, and enriching

design knowledge and skills.

2.2.1 Definition

A definition of POE was offered by Preiser et 4B§8): “Post-occupancy evaluation
is the process of evaluating buildings in a systerremnd rigorous manner after they
have been built and occupied for some time.” Fnadn et al. (1978) introduces an
anthropological approach when defining POE as fapraisal of the degree to which
a designed setting satisfies and supports ex@mit implicitty human needs and
values of those for whom a building is designed.”alidition to this, Zimring and

Reizenstein (1980) simply define POE as “examimatiof the effectiveness for

human users of occupied design environments.”

When defining POE, it is evident that there is efindtive understanding or standard
as to what POE actually is. From the definitiortediit is clear that POE is a process
that involves a rigorous approach to the assessofenbth the technological and
anthropological elements of a building in use.sltai systematic process guided by
research covering human needs, building performandefacility management. An
explanation for this mutability is most likely due the complex and dynamic
relationship between humans and their built envivtent. From a research
perspective, POE can be considered in architechamener, although it may also be

considered within the realms of psychology andaogyy.

2.2.2 Methods

There are numerous methods and approaches toeatPOE process, depending on

the contextual agenda and the required outcomes.
Preiser et al. (1998) discussed three key elenterts considered in a POE study:
1. Technical elements related to health, safety andrig performance

2. Functional elements that deal with “the fit betwekea building (or outdoor

space) and the clients’ activities” such as efficieand work flow
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3. Behavioral elements including “psychological, s@ctaltural, and aesthetic
aspects of user satisfaction and general well-Being

Shepley (1997) discussed four categories of POhtques;
1. Indirect measures e.g. archives, physical erosiemographic data

2. Instrumented recording e.g., physiological recaydinmage recording,

movement measuring devices
3. Systematic observation, e.g., behavioral mapping
4. Self-report methods, e.qg., interview, questionnaire

Cooper Marcus & Francis (1998) presented an exaofpROE procedure in a park
setting in detail;

1) Participant observationwithout particular formula for recording; to expace

and sense the essence of a place is importansistép;

2) Sketch plan an initial site observatiodraw a sketch site plan including all
features of the site and materials and identifyaurding land use, access, views,

and social context of the site;

3) Functional subareas of the sitelraw a bubble diagram showing different

functional areas and analyze their relationshipflozt, confusion, or misuse;
4) Messages from administratioentify park regulations or signs on the site;

5) Behavior tracesthe authors suggested that most common tracebderve are
accretion of material or debris (cigarette buttsg dvaste, etc.), erosion (footpath
through lawn or shrubs, the paint off a bench,)eénd the absence of traces where
one would expect to find them;

6) Activity mapping observation at least four separate half-hourogsrion different
days at different times of the day is suggestedetord in detail how the park is
being used. It is important to record all typesaofivity, location, as well as user’s

age, sex, and ethnicity.

7) Interviews:informally interviews two or three typical users each visit to the

site and conduct a questionnaire survey for a langeunt of data;

8) Data summary & Use analysislescribe and analyze the collected data using

proper statistical analysis techniques and probeladions; and

21



9) Problem definition and redesign & Final repodocument and report the findings

clearly and accurately, and provide recommendation.

The review of relevant literature on the researdthods of POE will be explored

more detailed in Part 3.

2.2.3 History of POE

POE grew out of the interests among researcheheifield of environmental design
in the 1960s, which focused on the relationshipsvéen human behavior and
environmental design. They were interested in etalg how a building performs
and how satisfied building users are with the emnent. POE has evolved over the
past 40 years and now it is becoming recognizecirasmportant feedback to
improve the quality of environments (FFC, 2002).

A State-of-the Practice Summary of Post-Occupanegluation project by the

Federal Facilities Council (FFC) in 2000 is onetlod reasons that increased POE
activity in federal agencies (Preiser, 2002). TIiHCFa cooperative association of
federal agencies has made an effort to improvePDE process to serve better for

public and private sector organizations.

Indeed, the evolution of POE has formed primarnibnd the USA and in the second
place from UK. Consequently, these nations haveoeermature POE culture than
the other nations.

2.2.4 Purpose of POE

After reviewing the literature regarding the purpad POE, it can be stated that its
purpose, in general terms, is to provide a knowdellgse of “lessons learned” from
users in completed projects. Then this knowledge e utilized to either improve
existing designed places or form a programming fquiat for future places

(Zimmerman and Martin, 2001).

In similar terms, Whyte and Gann (2001) suggestuanber of benefits for
conducting a POE. These include:

» applying design skills more effectively;
e improving commissioning process;

e improving user requirements;
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e improving management procedures;
e providing knowledge for design guides and regulapopcesses;

» targeting of refurbishment.

2.2.5 Benefits of POE

There is a wide variety of benefits of POEs andeh@e numerous approaches to
deliver these. For example, Cooper Marcus & Fra(i®98) states that POE can be
very informative and useful in both educational gmdfessional setting. In an
educational setting, where students of landscagi@tacture, architecture, or urban
design can both learn a method of research andagainch deeper understanding of
how people and places interact. This perspectiveecaich their design skills. In a
professional setting, where the job at hand iseesign, say, an existing park,
playground, or open space that apparently is nokeeping with today's needs
Therefore, the POE research utilizes a varietyeséarch methods, allowing students
or professionals to develop familiarity with andeetence in their use and enabling
creation of a multidimensional picture of patteafisise, misuse, and non-use within
the studied setting (Cooper Marcus & Francis, 198983ystematic but inexpensive
evaluation can provide information on how the spfagetions, which in turn will

enrich participatory design workshops and the exadrdesign program.
In addition to this, Zimring (2001) summarized thenefits of POE as the following;

e aids communications among stakeholders includingestors, owners,
operators, designers, contractors, maintenanceomess and users or

occupants;

e creates mechanisms for quality monitoring, whereigien-makers are

notified when a building does not reach a givenddad;
* supports fine-tuning, settling-in, and renovatidrexisting settings;
* provides data that inform specific future decisjons

* supports the improvement of building delivery aratility management

processes;

e supports development of policy as reflected in glesind planning guides;

and
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* accelerates organizational learning by allowingisien-makers to build on

successes and not repeat failures.

2.2.6 Barriers of POE

The reasons why POEs are not carried out with agularity are well documented

by a number of literary sources.

Perhaps the most important barrier is lack of teme budget (Cooper Marcus &
Francis, 1998). There seems to have been leserotw evaluate the performance
of what is often a one-time building or outdoor @a@omplex. When the client is
unlikely to sponsor another similar project, thexéess motivation to look back and

evaluate pros and cons of the finished project.

A government department is often responsible fatesyatic evaluative research.
When limited government budgets are involved thsrenaturally, more concern
with how the money was spent. The reason for tleatgr proliferation of POE
research in USA and Western Europe is that muche ngovernment money and

attention is focused on the effective design.

An additional barrier to POE is the simple factttR®E is not regarded as part of an
architect’s “normal services” to their client. Thusganizations are unlikely to pay
for POE research unless the benefits of such etahsaare both evident and
substantial in value (Bordass et al., 2001). Ir,flom their perspective, the client
and the designer both have the potential to bepefib be harmed by POE. Thus,
with no clear single beneficiary, there appeansdaeluctance, on both sides, to fund

the feedback process (Cooper, 2001).

The results of POE studies that could benefit tgigh community are often not
published, only in academic journals (for examplee Environmental Design
Research Association, Environment and Behavioryniwf Environmental Psy-
chology, Journal of Architectural and Planning Resk), that are rarely read by
designers. Professional magazines serving the mesigmmunity do not encourage

critical articles (Cooper Marcus & Francis, 1998).

Moreover, the absence of adequate POE experiemoags kanother obstacle that
should be resolved. During the evaluation procdssret can be redundant

information collected. Cohen et al. (2001) disctlsst “many such surveys suffer
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from “data bloat” where there is too much data aont enough time (or skills) to
process the information for meaningful analysiss’ & result, cost, time, skills, and

fear of exposing problems or failures are the mdjarriers to conduct POE
effectively.
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3. RESEARCH METHODS

The post-occupancy evaluation of a neighborhoodk mantained multiple data
collection techniques including visual documentatiobehavioral mapping,
observation and survey. The study consisted of fmses. The first phase
represents the review of relevant literature ondtecepts and research methods to
establish a conceptual framework and a practicdarech strategy. The second phase
included the selection of the site to be used im study as well as the gathering of
general information regarding the selected parle ffird phase involved site visits
and visual documentation of the design features theth site observation and
behavioral mapping of users of the park were cotadlicThe fourth phase consisted
of distributing a questionnaire survey to park sster investigate their satisfaction
and perception regarding the park environment. fiitte phase included analyzing
and interpreting the data and furthermore, baseith®@analysis of the collected data,
design recommendations for the selected park andtf@r existing or future parks

as well.

3.1 Site Selection

To study the use of a neighborhood park, RudolfridedPark was chosen, because it
receives considerable use, serves a variety of gapbic groups and supports a
number of activities. In addition, it differs wiits design, size, site layout and park

features from the other existing parks.

Neighborhood parks, generally, serve as social r@oegeational focal points for
neighborhoods. Rudolf-Bednar-Park was a good exaaph neighborhood park.

The purpose of this evaluation was to investigdtether the initial design intentions
were effectively executed, how the park functicarsd how the residents value this
park. It has been two years since the park is siifun a residential context. After a
year or two of use, it is time to return to theegdib conduct a systematic, objective

evaluation.
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3.2 Data Collection

3.2.1 Visual and Written Documentation of the Site

Visual physical analysis of the site was condutteeixplore and understand physical
and social contexts and to visually document deggtures of it. A layout plan of
the park, its access, fences, furniture placemamd, any other important design
features, was drawm.he visual analysis included: (1) the featureshaf park; (2)
views into and out of the park; (3) microclimatesthim the park; and (4)

opportunities for social interaction in the park.

A design features checklist was developed to retloedpeople and activities that
take place in the park. The design features ofpdml were noted, as well as the
ability to walk from the neighborhood, and any otege considerations that were

notable. Photography was one form of visual docuatem used in this study.

3.2.2 Observation and Behavioral Mapping

Observation is the most fun of any of the methadsenvironmental behavior
research. This is because of human nature, finelmgrtainment in watching others.
Behavioral mapping is a common observation tool ‘fielentifying kinds and
frequencies of behavior, and to demonstrate trssio@ation with a particular design
feature” (Bechtel et al., 1987). The environmerm@htext and its relationship with
behaviors are considered important elements inremvient-behavior research.
Behavior must always be seen within an environmeatatext (Bechtel et al., 1987),
and designers must know how the contexts of obdeagtvities affect the activities,
because in different socio-cultural and physic#irsgs the same behavior can have

different design implication (Zeisel, 1981).

The purpose of behavioral mapping in this study teasinderstand by whom the
selected park was being used, what user activiéies place in the park and how
park features support these activities. Behaviorapping and observation methods
were used in this study by addressing real behavieithin the moment of
observation. Thus, the observation data may enhwecealidity of the research. The
observation focused on the following data: (1) Ysergender, approximate age,
number of companions, (2) Activities, (3) Preferpadk features and areas - which
areas and facilities of the park are used and wdmiemot used.
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A behavioral mapping recording form was designediaocument the activities of
park users and to collect detailed information (Bependix A.1). The instrument
was pre-tested at the park and refined accordingpiat from observations, in order

to make it more reliable and easier to use.

The observations in Rudolf-Bednar-Park were coretlidor two weeks in April
during good weather.

3.2.3 Behavior Traces and Administrative Messages

Behavior traces or clues in the environment helpnderstanding what goes on in
the park, when behavior is not observed directhe Traces tell about the use, non-
use or misuse of the space and provide clues aleadls that are not being met in the
site (Cooper Marcus & Francis, 1998). On the oth&nd, there are traces from
administrative bodies such as messages that ajppdhe area to potential users
(Cooper Marcus & Francis, 1998). These could baahatritten messages, such as
“Keep off the grass!” or symbolic messages, sucHfeaging around the bushes

means “Keep out!”

The observation of behavior traces and adminisgathessages was conducted

through photographs in April during good weather.

3.2.4 Questionnaire Survey

A questionnaire survey was used to collect inforomategarding user satisfaction
and perception of Rudolf-Bednar-Park (See Apperdil). The survey instrument
consisted of three data collection sections coimgimultiple choices, short answer,
and ranking type question. The first section aslkesphondents about the use of the
park, actual recreational experiences and activitiethe park. The second part was
developed to get the users’ satisfaction level \piink features. The third part was
designed to elicit users’ perceptions concerning finysical and social health
benefits. The final section of the questionnaire waveloped to obtain demographic
data such as age, country of origin and educatiothe beginning of the survey, a
short informational text explained the purpose o tstudy, confidentiality of
participation, response anonymity, and contactqrerén order to ensure that the
survey instrument was working correctly and thaé thuestions were clearly
understood by respondents, a pre-test of the qumestire by five park users was
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conducted before implementing the full-scale sunRre-tests allowed refinement of
the survey format and rewording of the questions.

Hand delivery method was used for the survey. Tineeys were conducted in April
2010 in Rudolf-Bednar-Park. The survey populatias\he park users who visited
the park at the time the questionnaires were applibe questionnaires were handed
out to park users at two weekends and 3 weekdag®aad weather. People were
approached at random in various parts of the packasked whether they would be
willing to participate in the survey. If so, theere asked to fill out the questionnaire
during their visit on the site. The surveys werepared in different languages
(German, English and Turkish) and the preferreguage was chosen.
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4. RESULTS

This chapter contains the results of the data amalyased on the methodologies
described in Part 3. In the first section, sitecdpsion and physical analysis are
discussed. The results from behavioral mappingasgrvations are included in the

following section. In the last section, the survesgults are presented.

4.1 Description Of The Study Site

The site analysis focused on the background o$iteeand the park, location, design
process, accessibility, park design features, aimdoclimate of the site. The Park
Facilities checklist describing specific details thfe physical characteristics is

provided at the end of this section.

4.1.1 Rudolf-Bednar-Park

4.1.1.1Background

In the 18" century, many arms of the Danube were creatirggfitain forests outside
of the city walls of Vienna (Figure 4.4). Howevellpodplain forests were
threatening because of the impact of the floodfabization in Vienna started to
spread to the north and the floodplain forestssfiamed into a recreation area and
became an urbanized area due to its peripheraidocat 19" century the Danube
was increasingly canalized and the city was inengs constructed. Today (Figure
4.5), over a hundred years later, the city is fyyio take back its natural landscape.
As a result, a new city expansion district is nawated as a residential area with
Rudolf-Bednar-Park in its centre. The new residénplaces and its park were

constructed on an area where there was a trainrstagfore.

The former site of the Nordbahnhof (Vienna Nortat®h) in the second district is
currently one of the largest inner-city developmargas in Vienna. In the 1990s, a
team of architects, urban planners, traffic expesdsciologists and ecologists
designed a concept for developing the North Stasite that will run until 2025.
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This long-term urban development process gived fiepetus to the entire city, but
especially to the second district, due to its lmeaon the urban axis Vienna city

centre - Donaucity development project (in the Nartt Vienna).

Figure 4.5: Rudolf-Bednar-Park's Current Location on Aerial fa&2004

Vienna’s Municipal Department of Parks and Gardesnsurrently responsible for

850 parks that range in size from 1000 m? to 20ionilsquare meters. In Vienna,
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numerous existing parks are remodeled and new lmnésevery year. With Rudolf-
Bednar-Park, the City of Vienna has constructedldingest new park since 1974.
The director of Vienna’s Municipal Department offiaand Gardens states that the
Rudolf-Bednar-Park is sure to further enrich thghhiiving quality of the city of
over a million inhabitants (Hager, 2008) (Figuré)4.

In 2005, a Europe-wide park design competition slibsd by the European Union
was issued. From among the projects submitted bygweed landscape architects
from Austria, Switzerland and the Netherlands,rg headed by the Swiss landscape
architect Professor Gunther Vogt unanimously chase project of Hager
Landschaftsarchitektur AG Zurich (Switzerland) s winner in May 2006 (Figure
4.6).

Figure 4.6: The winning project of Hager Landschaftsarchitel®@ Zurich

Later, the planning phase started in August 2008 March 2007 and the design
strategies developed for the competition were etalll for functionality and
feasibility. Finally, the park was constructed lthsen the refined plan and the

opening took place in September 2008.
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Figure 4.7: The lllustration of the park view with mature tsee

The park is named after Rudolf Bednar, who waddikgict chairman of the second
district from 1977 to 1984. The construction of tReidolf-Bednar-Park was
subsidized by an EU program (Hager, 2008).

4.1.1.2Site Analysis

The park is situated at the centre of a residemdisirict, which is still under
construction at some areas. The park is easily atsddk from the surrounding
residential area.In addition, the Vorgartenstratagian of the metro (U-Bahn) is

close to the site (Figure 4.8).

xﬁé )y

Figure 4.8: The location of Rudolf-Bednar-Park

The park comprises 31.721 m?, approximately 3.2dnes. It differs with its size

from the other existing neighborhood parks.
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Figure 4.9: The site plan of Rudolf-Bednar-Park
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Residential buildings and a school building surabtine park. The structure of the
park is clear - made up of paths and lawns whick dlifferent areas of the park to
each other (Figure 4.9).

Guido Hager, the architect of the project, stag08) that the main element in the
creation of the park is the tree. After the projgobup’s extensive study of the
positioning of trees, the decision was made fap-aadled veil of trees (Figure 4.10).
The veil is oriented on the larger spatial featuréshe area: the Danube and the

former North Station.
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Figure 4.10: The structure of veil of trees

The trees were placed homogeneously in the argarg-4.11). The framework of
the veil of trees is composed of linden, which, tgpacal street trees. In the interior

of the park, various types of trees were seletadh as honey locust, ash, catalpa

and the dawn redwood tree.

Figure 4.11:The veil of trees
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There is a Reed Garden (Schilfgarten) along thenpathway of the park (Figure
4.12).

Figure 4.13:Sport playgrounds and Skate Park
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In the southwest area, more louder and more actiemed features are placed.
There is a table tennis playground, a volleybalirtostreetball playgrounds and a
skate park (Figure 4.13).

The northeast of the park, next to the residemialdings, is intended for quieter
uses like playgrounds for small children and arr@ge area for grownups (Figure
4.14).

At the center of the park, there is broad lawn {Fég4.15), which is intented for
sunbathing, soccer and Tai Chi (Hager, 2008). Toergls, generally, have a clean

and tidy appearance with well-mowed grass.

Figure 4.14:Playgrounds

Figure 4.15:Broad Lawn
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Table 4.4:Summary of the park features

Rudolf-Bednar-Park

Opening of the
Park

Park Size
Costs

Site Context

Surface Materials

Shade Structure
Seating

Drinking Fountains
Maintenance

Playgrounds

Sport Zone

Water Elements
Lightning
Trees/Landscaping
wC

Cafe

September 2008

31.721 m? or nearly 3,2 hectares

ca. € 5.550.000

Residential neighborhoods, walkable distance fromstrof
the resident’s home

14.900 m? lawn area, 5.500 m2 pathways and places i
asphalt

Pavilion, one existing tree

175 seating benches, 6 round benches

4 drinking fountains

Clean; well mowed grass, well maintained; no drgéna
issues

1000 m?2

2600 m?

2600 mz

77 lighting candelabras

1 existing tree, 238 new trees and 500 m hornbesigds
urinal, unisex toilet and toilet for disabled peopl

n/a

4.1.1.2.1 Microclimate of the site
A microclimate is the distinctive climate of an ar&he term may refer to areas as

small as a few square feet (for example a garde) t,eas large as many square

miles (for example a valley). The weather variahbiesa microclimate, such as

temperature, rainfall, wind or humidity, may be tyllifferent from the conditions

prevailing over the area as a whole.

In Rudolf-Bednar-Park, the time of park visit dgithe day and duration in the park

vary mostly depending on weather condition becadigbe microclimate of the site.

On a sunny day, approximately 90% of the park itheasun almost all day, which

causes an unhealthy condition for park users. Twynplanted trees create very

little shade. Therefore, the table under the pawils the only shaded seating area in

the park. The other benches are under the sun afogte time, as well as the

playgrounds.
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Figure 4.16:Pictures from the park
4.2 Observation and Behavioral Mapping Results

In this study the purpose of behavioral mapping wasinderstand how Rudolf-
Bednar-Park is being used, who uses it and hovitharelesign features supporting
the activities. Using systematic observation duniagdomly chosen time periods,
park use was investigated during good weather inl.Afhe observation focused on
the following data: (1) Users — gender, approxinage, number of companions, (2)
Activities, (3) Preferred park features and areagich areas and facilities of the

park are used and which are not used.

Rudolf-Bednar-Park-Park was observed for at le&shdurs at various times of the
day, during the week, and the weekends to bettderstand the full range of users

and activities.
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Observations took place on eight weekdays and dlays of the weekend in the
spring of 2010. Each observation period was at leas hour long. The behavioral
mapping schedule was based on the results of aljglmavioral mapping study. The
pilot study revealed that peak visitation of therkpaccurred in the afternoon,
especially on weekends. Thus, more observationosess/ere arranged in the peak
hours as shown in the Table 4.5. All observatiorsawconducted by the author. The
researcher maintained an unobtrusive presenceder @0 minimize influence on
park user behaviors. Number of people were categriby demographic

characteristics and user activities have been decoon a behavioral mapping form.

Table 4.5:Behavioral mapping schedule

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday

) Morning  Morning _
Week 1 Afternoon Morning  Afternoon . Morning  Afternoon
Evening Afternoon

] Afternoon
Week 2 Evening Afternoon Afternoon Afternoon .
Evening

A behavioral mapping form with a site plan of tharkp (See Appendix B.1 and

Appendix B.2) was used to record the date, timdayf and weather conditions such
as temperature, wind and micro- climate in eachenfadion session. The user
activity was recorded on the form and the phydmedhtions of them were marked on
the site plan. The observer counted the numbersefsuin the park during the
observation session, along with detailed infornmaiiecluding gender, approximate
age group, and group types. The age group wasgaraed into children, teenager,
20-30, 30-40, 40-50, 50-65 and the elderly, andgifeeip types into single visitor,

couple, single parent with children, parents anttidn, and mixed or friends group.
A new behavioral mapping recording form was usecetrh observation session. A

total of 15 hours of behavioral mapping was congalain the behavior of 763 users.

4.2.1 Summary of Behavioral Mapping

4.2.1.1Demographic characteristics of park users

The park users are a diverse group in terms ofgageps, group size and group
types. Of the users observed in the park, 61 % wele, 39 % were female (Table
4.6). The most common age groups were childrer2€8)land teenager (31,6 %).
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Table 4.6:Demographic charactstics of park users

n Percentage

Gender Male 321 61%

Femalt 204 39%

Age Group  Child (C-6) 238 31,2%

Teenager (-18) 241 31,6%

2C-30 92 12,1%

3C-40 136 17,8%

4C-50 20 2,6%

5C-60 6 0,8%

Elderly (>60 30 3,9%

Group Type Single Visitol 46 18,6%

Couple 13 5,3%

Single parent with childre 35 14,2%

Parents and childr 38 15,4%

Mixed/friends grou 115 46,6%
250 -
200 -
150 -
100 -

50 - I
O 1 1 1 1 - 1 - 1 ¥

Child Teen 20-30s  30-40s 40-50s 50-60s elderly

Age Group

Figure 4.17: Use of park by age groups

It was observed that 62g&rcent of park users we under @ years of age, a 17,8
percent were 30-4@ge groupas identified. In addition, 20-3@ge groupwere
observed with 12.1 percerfbllowed by th: seniors with 3,9%kor the compariso

with the statistics in Vienna an® District the table can be seenTiable 47.

In addition, regarding group types, mixed/friend®uy were the most freque
group type observed iRudolt-Bednar-Parkwith 46,6%, followed by the sing
visitors with 18,6%.
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Table 47: Profile of general statistics: 2009 cer

Vienna 2 District Observed park user:

Total Population* 1.687.271 94.595
Population Density * 4.049/km?z  4.871/km?
Gender Male 47,8% 49,3% 61%
Female 52,2% 50,7% 39%
Age Teenager 19,4% 19,5% 31,2%
20-29 14,5% 15,9% 31,6%
30-39 15,3% 16,2% 12,1%
40-49 16,3% 16,0% 17,8%
50-64 17,7% 16,8% 2,6%
Elderly 16,7% 15,5% 0,8%

* Adapted from Url-4

4.2.1.2Temporal pattern of park use

Park use was found to vary considerably by day of weéke of day, and

particulaty with weather condition(Table 4.8).

Behavioral mapping revealed that temporal spatial patterns « park use were

closely related with weather conditio

Table 4.8: Park use by time and weekday/wemke

Users Morning Afternoon Evening Total
Weekend 14,7% 42,2% 43,1% 57,6%
Weekday 22,0% 36,7% 41,% 42,4%

Total 18,0% 39,9% 42,1% 100.0%

50% -
40% -
30% 1 ® Weekend
20% - B Weekday
10% -
0% T T 1

Morning Afternoon Evening

Figure 4.18:Park use by time of day

Behavioral mapping idesigned to record uséractivities into four types: socia

nonsocial activitiesand mobile/stationaractivities. Sociabkctivities include talking
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or walking with another, eating/drinking togethplaying together ...etc. onsocial
activities include watching children or ots playing reading, or talking on tr
phone while sittingwalking, or standing alone...etctationary behaviors incluc
sitting or standing; and mob behaviors include walking arod the park, playin

with children or doing sports

Rudolf-Bednar-Park @ss typicallydo some sports in a grougglax and talk while
watchingthe environment, others or their child playiiThe most common types
activities (Figure 4.19)were mobile/social activities (63%), followec by
stationary/social activities (30%), nonsocial/mobile activities 3,3%), anc
nonsocial/stationary activities 7%). The typical mobile/socialctivities weredoing

sports(soccer, basketball, volleyball, baseball, tablenig, and badminton), childre
playing togéher or with their parents, and riding a bicycle scootel
Stationary/sociabehaviors includestanding or watching in a group, eating/drink
and sitting in a group.
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Figure 4.19: Activities at park
A large percentage dfocial behaviors as observed irskate pool and streetb:
playgroundsHammocks were the most popular seats in the |Figure 420 shows

the popular areas of Rudd¥edna-Park.The broad lawn area was usueoccupied
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Figure 4.20: Spatial pattern of use
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by soccer, baseball and badminton players or Feighlayers. Trees provided too
little shade and most of the park area was exptustfte sunlight.

It appeared that the most popular areas in Rudedfrar-Park were the hammocks,
skate pool and streetball areas (Figure 4.20)dthtian, the broad lawn was usually
occupied by soccer players. The benches closeat@munds were occupied by the
parents to look after their children. The dog anees rarely used by dog owners.
Several children were observed playing with watdr the Reed Garden
(Schilfgarten). Considerable amount of users wéseo/ed riding bicycle however

it is forbidden to ride a bike in the park.

Observation revealed that Rudolf-Bednar-Park ofippeared to be full for long
periods of time during afternoon and late afterrsotih the sun went down. During
morning, most users sat and relaxed in the parle Kdndergarten group and one
pensioner group came to the park regularly in tloenmg hours. The most popular
time for using the park was about 2 o’clock in #feernoon until 7 o’clock in the
evening, when it began to cool down. On the weekabdut 80-100 people were
observed at afternoon and late afternoon. Durirggeahtimes, the park looked so

lively and a range of varied activities could bsetved.

4.3 Behavior Traces and Administrative Messages Resslt

Behavior traces or in the environment help in ustrding what goes on in the park
when behavior is not observed directly. The traedisabout the use, non-use or
misuse of the space and provide clues about neatlate not being met in the site
(Cooper Marcus & Francis, 1998).

The most common traces to observe are accretianabérial or debris (cigarette
butts, dog waste, etc.) and erosion (footpath #indawn or shrubs, the paint off a

bench, etc.). In Rudolf-Bednar-Park both trace sypere observed (Figure 4.21).

In addition, some markings such as graffiti wereasleed in the park (Figure 4.21).
In most countries, defacing property with graffis considered vandalism.
Sometimes graffiti is a way to communicate socral political messages. To some,
it is an art form; to others it is merely vandalisithe controversies that surround
graffiti create disagreement amongst city officialaw enforcement and public. On
the other hand, there are traces from adminisgdtodies such as messages that
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Figure 4.21:Behavior Traces

appear in the area to potential users (Cooper Magctrancis, 1998). These could
be actual written messages such as park regulatsigiss or symbolic messages,
such as fencing around a place, which can be dangédor small children (Figure
4.22).

{
I

1

Figure 4.22: Administrative Messages
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4.4 Questionnaire Survey Results

This section summarizes the data obtained fromgthestionnaire survey; presents
the analyses performed, and interpreting the msiilhe survey was designed to
identify the general use pattern of the park, tdewstand users’ satisfaction and
perception. In this section, the results are priesem sequence. The overall survey
profile is discussed first, followed by a descoptiof the respondents’ demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics (e.g., gender, education, etc). The last section

discusses the park users’ satisfaction and thetep&on of the park.

4.4.1 Survey Profile

The hand delivery method was used to conduct tineegu The response to the
request was usually positive. The participants esged their interests in the survey
and often provided comments on the park. As a teaulotal of 90 surveys were

conducted.

4.4 .2 Residents’ Socioeconomic Characteristics

The socioeconomic and demographic characteristittseoresidents are presented in
Table 4.9 A majority of the survey respondents was fen{a&7%). The average
age of respondents was 32 years and 29,9% of spemdents fell between the ages
of 30-39. The majority (35,6 %) had no children enthe age of 18 living in their
household and 43,3 percentage were married. 32,R%eorespondents held a
vocational education degree and 38,9% was full tsaigloyed. It can be expected

that the annual household incomes would be at methuel.

Table 4.9: Socioeconomic profile of respondents

n %
Gender Male 39 43,3%
Female 51 56,7%
Age Teenager 17 18,9%
20-29 24 26,7%
30 -39 26 28,9%
40 - 49 14 15,6%
50 - 64 6 6,7%
Elderly 3 3,3%
Country of Origin Austria 35 38,9%
Turkey 27 30,0%
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Table 4.9:(Continue)

n %
Germany 3 33%
Croatia 3 3,3%
Bulgaria 3 3,3%
Serbia 3 3,3%
Poland 2 2,2%
Iraq 2 22%
Russia 2 22%
Finland 1 11%
Israel 1 11%
Macedonia 1 11%
Mongolia 1 11%
Pakistan 1 1,1%
Bosnia 1 1,1%
India 1 1,1%
Romania 1 11%
Slovakia 1 11%
Tunisia 1 11%
Marital Status Single 30 33,3%
Married 39 43,3%
In a relationship 14 15,6%
Others 2 22%
Number of children in the family (under 18) None 32 35,6%
1 19 21,1%
2 24 26,7%
3 12 13,3%
4 3 3,3%
Level of education Vocational School 29 32,2%
Professional School 12 13,3%
High School 22 24,4%
Bachelor Degree 5 5,6%
Master Degree 12 13,3%
Job Employed full time 35 38,9%
Employed parttime 5 5,6%
Self-employed 6 6,7%
Retired 3 3,3%
A student 20 22,2%
Unemployed 21 23,3%

In summary, the participants of this study weramast cases between 20 and 39
years old, married, full time employed and avera@elucated. It was expected that
the park would be used diversely by users frometgffit nationalities. However, the
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respondents of the survegpnsisted ¢ a wide range of nationalitiest, was not

possible to sedifferent use othe park by different cultures.

4.4.3 Park Usage

4.4.3.1Frequency of park visil

Among the 90 park user83,3% visited the park 2-3 times per weaRkd 23,3%
visited it daily (Table 4.10).As a reslt, 80% of the respondents were visiting
park at least once a wedk. additior, “groups” were the most frequent group ty
observed in the park (Tableo}.

Table 4.10: Frequency of park visits

n %
daily 21 23,3
4-5 times per wee 14 15,6
2-3 times per wee 30 33,3
once a wee 11 12,2
2-3 times per mon 5 5,6
once a mont 3 3,3
less often 6 6,7
Total 90 100

35% 1

30% A

25% A

20% A

15% -
10% -
1 ';

0%

daily 4-5times 2-3times oncea 2-3times oncea less often
per week perweek  week per month
month

Figure 4.23: Frequency of park visits
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4.4.3.2Access mode and travel time

When asked how they travel to the park, the mgjaitpark users (87%) walked to
the park and only 13% used public transport tot ¥ig park. Most residents live in
the same district within a walkable distance. O@% answered that it takes them
less than ten minutes to access the park from kiogire. The average travel time to

the park by foot is 7 minutes.

The first hypothesis attempted to find a relatiopdtetween the distance to a park
and frequency of visits. The results of the cotreta analysis showed that the
correlation between travel time (distance) and fusquency is significant. It was

concluded that proximity to a park promotes freduesits.

4.4.3.3Days of visits and length of stay

Popular days of visits among park users were duniagkday afternoons (33,5%),
weekend afternoons (25,8%) and weekend eveningg%d5 Most park users
(32,2%) stay more than 2 hours and 50 percent lysstaly in the park between half
an hour and two hours, during their visits (Figdr24).

In Rudolf-Bednar-Park, the time of visits duringgetbay and duration spent in the
park, vary depending on the microclimate of the sithich in return is strongly

influenced by the weather condition.

27%

m 0-30 min. m 30-60 min. 1-2 hours M 2+ hours

Figure 4.24:Length of stay
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Figure 4.25: Stated Park Activities

4.4.3.4Activities and reasons of visiting part

According to the survey, the types of activitidsattpark users engage ilFigure
4.25), were “sitting” {6,7%), followed by “meeting with friends” 14,%%) and
“walking” (12,8%). The results showed that park providegpeople with a place 1

freely play with their childremnd interact with others. Theamn reasons people vit
the park ar¢o play with their child (17,1%), to meet with fniés (14,9%) and to ¢
and relax (16,7%). Theark also appeared to provide a place w people carplay

freely.

Table 4.11: Reasons for Visiting Park

n %
For exercise 40 20,1
To enjoy green spa 31 15,6
To meet others and social 36 18,1
To relax and re 22 11,1
To enjoy playgroun 27 13,6
To play with my chilc 43 21,6
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Figure 4.26:Reasons for Visiting Park

4.4.3.5Constraints to park visits

Besides the constraints given in the surveyvisiting the park Table 4.12), the
weather wasecognized as thdominant factothat keeps users from using the p:
The most given reasons for not visiting the pwere lack of ime (42,5%) and lac
of shade (23,0%)While lack of time does not play a major role inststudy, the
lack of shade already gives clues for the redesighe parl.

Table 4.12:Constraints to Visiting Park

n %
Lack of time 37 42k
Lack of interes 7 8,0
Lack of shade from si 20 23,C
Park is far away from my hor 6 6,9
Concern about other’s behav 7 8,0
Park is too nois 4 4,6
Poor maintenan: 3 3,4
Dogs and dog owners’ behavi 2 2,3
Wind 1 1,1
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4.4 .4 Park Satisfaction

Park satisfaction was measured using twenty questiegarding park design and
amenities. The items included were park size, ionatsite layout, recreational
facilities, maintenance, and safety.

Table 4.13:Park user satisfaction

© D .
P —
” AL > = Qo g
£ % 3 5§ & ¢
I o 8 T g 2
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€ > 3§ 35 Z 2
e ¢ 5 g2 § ¢
Overall satisfaction 19 X
Park size 1,4 X
Park location 14 X
Park design 1,8 X
Access to park 1,5 X
Atmosphere 1,7 X
Maintenance 1,7 X
Safety of park 2,0 X
Environmental noise 2,0 X
Seating 1,7 X
Tables 2,5 X
Playgrounds 19 X
Safety of playground elements 1,9 X
Lightning 1,7 X
Greenery 1,4 X
Flowers 1,6 X
Water ponds 2,1 X
Shade (protection from sun) 2,8 X
Dog park 2,5 X
Pergola 2,3 X
WC/Toilet 2,4 X

Table 4.13 presents the level of satisfaction amitregrespondents. The overall
satisfaction showed that the users were satisfigd & mean rating 1.9 (lower is
better). Over 96 percent of the users were safigirevery satisfied with the park;
three percent were somewhat dissatisfied. The meganys of the park size, location
and the greenery were high (1.4, 1.4 and 1.4) amk gesign, access to the park,
atmosphere, maintenance, flower garden, seating lmidning also received
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comfortably high scores. Shade, Dog Park and tatglesived lowest ratings (2.8,
2.5, and 2.2).

Table 4.14:Likes/Dislikes, Improvement/ Modification of theiRa

Likes of the park

greenery 17,3%
the size of the park 17,3%
playgrounds 16,4%
exercise area 10,9%
hammocks 5,5%
the location of the park 5,5%
atmosphere 4,5%
open lawn area 4 5%
accessibility 3,6%
skate pool 3,6%
cleanliness 1,8%
flower garden 2,7%
water ponds 2, 7%
calmness 1,8%
streetball and volleyball courts 1,8%
Dislikes of the park
construction area 31,7%
poor maintenance (WC, water ponds) 14,6%
dogs outside the dog zone 22,0%
design 22.0%
shade problem 9,8%
Features need to be improved or included
more tables 22,0%
cafe 17,5%
more maintenance 14,1%
more seats 10,2%
public art 7,9%
dog zone (modification) 7,3%
more safety 6,8%
more green 4,5%
protection from sun 3,4%
soccer court 1,7%
pavilion (modification) 1,1%
more trash bins 1,1%
more hammocks 1,1%
better lightning at night 1,1%

Besides collecting the numeral satisfaction levelthe twenty design features,
respondents were also given the opportunity to cemnon their likes / dislikes,
important design components and desired improvesnientthe park (Table 4.14).
When asked what they liked about the park, 17,3&susesponded that they liked
the greenery and the size of the park (17,3%)p¥ad by the location of the park
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(5,5%). With regard to the components of the pegkpondents generally expressed
that the park size, the playgrounds for childred te®enagers, the exercise elements,

hammocks and water ponds are important featurdsdd #al4).

The survey also asked respondents about the diesitires to be improved or to be
added to the park (Table 4.14). More tables (22%ewanked first, followed by a
café (17,5%). Other features the respondents waotdze included are public art
elements, more seats, more hammocks and morelieshThe modification of the

dog zone also received strong support.

4.4.5 Park Perception

The respondents were asked about their perceptipar&s in order to identify the
users’ perceived benefits of the park. A totaligheitems was designed to find how
people perceive the benefits of parks to persondl public health and to their

socialize life.

Table 4.15:Park user perception
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Overall Perception 1,7 X
Parks help promote my physical health. 1,8 X
Parks help me socialize with others (e.g. creating
. : 1,7 X
opportunities to meet other neighbors).
Parks help build a sense of community. 2,0 X

Parks help promote my child’s physical and
psychological health. (If you don’t have a chiltegse, 1,3 X
leave it empty)

Parks help promote my dog’s physical and

psychological health. (If you don’t have a dogagie, 1,9 X
leave it empty)

Parks enhance public safety by creating community

. 2,2 X
feeling.
Parks help improve quality of life. 1,4 X
If | were to move to another place, | would predar 15 X

area close to a park.

The survey results found that people believe parksbeneficial to their quality of

life, their children’s or dog’s physical health,dasocialization with neighbors (Table
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4.15). Most respondents (71,1%) “strongly” agrebdt tparks help improve the
quality of life. Over 80 percent of the respondesxpressed, the view that parks help
promote their child or dog’s physical and psychaafjhealth. Almost 50% of the
respondents “strongly” agreed that parks help iWlausense of community. Almost
60% of the respondents “strongly agreed” or “agtetttht a park provides
opportunities to meet neighbors and build a sefis®mmunity by socializing with

others.

Unfortunately, almost 40% of the respondents desadjior somewhat disagreed that
parks enhance public safety by creating a commuf@gling. The results also
showed that over 85% of the residents want todlgeer to a park.

Hypothesis 3 was intended to examine whether satish with the park is
positively related with perception of park benefiResults showed that users who
tend to perceive the park benefits, have a highadveatisfaction with the park and

features of it.

Hypothesis 4 was set to examine whether the fre;yuefh park visits is positively
related with perception of health benefits. A pesitelationship was found between

frequency of park visits and perception of heakhdits.

4.4.6 Summary of Behavioral Mapping and Survey Resis

This study revealed that Rudolf-Bednar-Park receigensiderable use, serves a
variety of demographic groups, and supports spamts social activities. Park use
varies considerably depending on the weekday, ithe of day, and the weather

conditions.

Nearly 2/3 of park users were children and teenddereover, the results showed
that they are satisfied with the park and its faed, such as the skate park and
streetball courts. Among the 90 survey respond@3t8% visited the park on a daily
basis and nearly 50% came to the site 2 to 5 timeesveek. Over 70% of the users
visit the park at least once a week. The most fatjusers are people who live
within a walkable distance to the park. Therefdr@ppears that distance to a park
plays an important role on frequency of visits. Thieldle-aged group uses the park

mostly because of their children and to meet witreofamilies.
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The results of the survey and behavioral mappingealed that a significant

proportion of users use the park on both weekdagisneeekends, mostly afternoons
and late afternoons until the sun goes down. A lsmathber of the respondents visit
the park in the morning or at nights. Park use simiepend on the weather condition

because of the specific microclimate of the area.

Among users who visit the park less often, the comlgncited constraints to visiting
included weather, lack of time, and lack of shadther reasons expressed by the

respondents included concern for other’s behavior.

Observations were conducted during April, thus talsle weather conditions caused
two missing days of conducting the surveys and Wier& mapping. On the other

hand, when the weather was good and sunny, a stibs@mount of people used the
park in desire for spring. Further observationd i@ required during other seasons

to obtain a more complete use pattern.

4.5 Results of The Hypothesis Tests

The followings were the hypotheses to be testabigstudy;

1. Cultural differences have an explicit role in fremey of park visits and user

satisfaction.

It was expected that the park would be used difyeby users from different
nationalities. In order to compare the relationshgtween users from different
nationalities and their frequency of visits, thees to be a significant amount of each

14
12 /\

" 2\ \
4

\ \ e Austrians
i \/<\ e TUKS

NN

daily 4-5times 2-3times oncea 2-3times oncea less often
per week per week week per month
month

Figure 4.27:Comparison of frequency of park visits between Aastand Turkish
groups
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group. However, the respondents of the survey wesen a wide range of

nationalities. There were only two groups which hembugh respondents for a
comparison, the other 17 groups consisted of twore person each. Therefore,
Austrian and Turkish groups were compared (Figu2& ¥ As seen in the figure, the
frequency of visits of these two groups is quitenikr therefore, the hypothesis

cannot be confirmed.

2. Distance to a park is negatively related with fregay of park visits and user

satisfaction.

There is a significant negative correlation betwelistance (travel time) and
frequency of park visitsrf—.327,n=90, p<.002]. Therefore, it appears that the

proximity to a park promotes frequent visits.

However, no significant relation was found betwekstance and user satisfaction.
People who live closer to the park are more lilsgyisfied, but the relationship was
not found significantf=—.001,n=90, p<.969].

3. Satisfaction with the park (i.e., features, safend maintenance) is

positively related to perception of benefits ofkpar

Correlation tests indicated that the users whaosatisfied with Rudolf-Bednar-Park
tend to more likely perceive parks as more ben&#st results showed that there is a
positive significant correlation between satisfactivith the park and perception of
benefits of parksrf.395,n=90, p<.001].

4. Frequency of park visit is positively related wgbrception of parks’ health
benefits.

It was hypothesized that frequent park users pezctiiat parks help people to be
physically active and healthy. A positive relatibiswas found between frequency

of park visits and perception of health benefitparfks [=.199,n=90, p<.01].

Results showed that the distance to a park affihetsfrequency of visits with a
strong significance level. In addition, there ipa@sitive relation between frequency
of visits and perception of health benefits of garks a result, if the health benefits
of parks are considered as an important factor @ople’s physical and
psychological health, then it appears that thetiooaf parks in walkable distance in
residential areas is substantial.
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5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Conclusion

The present study used POE methods to collect fdata different park users, in
order to investigate the use patterns of RudolfrdedPark, user activities, user
perception, and satisfaction. In this chapter, fthdings of this study are listed, as
well as the design recommendations of Rudolf-Bedtak.

With cities becoming more and more crowded, margpfeeare looking for a place
to spend quality time with families or friends.idtclear from this study, that parks

are a critical component of urban environment.

The results confirmed that the design goals ofRbhdolf-Bednar-Park were largely
met. The majority of survey respondents expresken satisfaction about the park
features and opportunities provided. Neverthelesmy users also expressed their
complaints and/or recommendations for the park. @dr& serves very diverse users
and they have differing preferences and needshiSenhds, ongoing evaluation of an
urban space with a partnership of their users adegsign are critical. However,
unfortunately, neither design group nor Vienna’snidipal Department of Parks and

Gardens currently are not responsible for an etialmaf Rudolf-Bednar-Park.

The present study has demonstrated the importdreeatuation even if it the design
was made carefully and foreseeing. Designed psblices need to be evaluated and

redesigned over time, to keep up with changing sieed

Considering local conditions and identificationtleé specific needs of users are very
critical to developing a successful park. One designdard cannot be applied to all
parks and specific design standards should be aige@lto reflect different physical,
social, cultural, and environmental characteristiEsr the creation of a park,
developers, planners, designers, landscape arhitand municipality, their
association, are indispensable components, butrtagoship with users is more
crucial to the sustainable success of the designedonment. To this ends, POE

has to become a part of their normal services.
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In addition, a government department must be resplanfor pushing evaluative
research periodically. Unfortunately, the munidiyadf the city of Vienna This kind
of easy-to-use, inexpensive and systematic evaluatan be very useful to

understand users better and to create sustainatdessful parks.

5.2 Design Recommendations

The evaluation of Rudolf-Bednar-Park through sureey observations provided
insights into important park features and environtakefactors influencing users’

activities and satisfaction.

The successful features of the park included gdfiic size, accessibility and
suitability for people from different ages. The \&y results indicated that both,
functional and aesthetic components of the parkilshbe considered in the design
phase, to satisfy the needs of park users. Indédion, the design features are

discussed and design recommendations are suggesiace 4.28).

1. The study indicates that shade has an importar@eingn the use of a park,
especially in hot and humid weather. Trees in RuBlebnar-Park are too
young to provide shade and other shade structusedimited. Temporary
shade elements added to provide protection fronstime until the trees get

more mature to create enough shade.

2. Observation data showed that the majority of pas&rsi engage in playing
actively / passively or sitting and socializing wibthers. Plenty of seating
and their proper arrangements must be providedgpat social interaction.
Movable chairs for self-structured social enviromtse enhance social
interaction, in addition to allowing users to hamere control over their own
comfort. More tables have added to provide settswgtable for socializing,

as well as for meeting in groups.

3. Many users had a high satisfaction level with thetew ponds (The Reed
Garden), because of the cooling and relaxing eftdctvater. However,
considerable amount of respondents mentioned aheypoor maintenance.
The water of the ponds does not refresh itselfigefitly. In time, naturally,

it gets full of algae. Either there should be taguintense — maintenance of
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the ponds or a technical solution should be comstleto provide a
sustainable solution for this problem.

. Many users expressed that a café should be addéx tpark. Duration of

visits was mostly two hours or more, resulting e theed for food and

drinks. In addition, for a considerable amount ebple, the reason to come
to the park was expressed as to meet with thendis and socialize. Thus in
the redesign plan of the park, a café has addeeruhd pavilion.

. Many dog owners expressed complaints about thedfitiee dog area. The

existing dog park is not suitable for bigger dogplay unhindered and have
fun with their owners. Most of the time dog ownerere observed playing

with their dogs outside the dog zone. On the otiaed, a substantial number
of users complained about the dogs playing freeburad them. Thus, the

location of the dog zone has changed to the pleatewtas in less intense use,
and the size has increased.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Survey Instrument

This questionnaire is part of a study being conducted by a master student Burcu Akinci.
The purpose of this study is to learn more about how Rudolt-Bednar-Park is used and

how its users and residents perceive it.

We would like to assure you that these answers will remain completely confidential.

They will not be used for specific policy or pricing decisions,
but will help in understanding your needs and interests.

You don’t have to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable with.

You can contact the principal investigator, Burcu Akinci at akinciburcu@gmail.com, or
the supervisor of Investigator, Prof. Dr. Orhan Hacthasanoglu at hacihasa@itu.edu.tr

with any questions about this study.

[ appreciate your help.

Survey No:

1. How often do you visit Rudolf-Bednar-Park?

DDaily

2-3 times Once

per month

Once
a week

2-3 times
per week

4-5 times
per week

a month

2. How do you get to here?

[:]Walk [:]Public transport (metro, bus...etc.) DBicycle [:]olher .................

3. How long does it take to come here? ........ minutes travel time.
4. How long do you usually stay in the park during your visits?

D 0-30 minutes D 30-60 minutes D 1-2 hours C] 2+ hours

5. At what time of a day do you usually visit the park? Check all times that apply.
[:] Weekday mornings (6 am — 12 pm) [:] Weekend mornings (6 am — 12 pm)
D Weekday afternoons (12 pm — 6 pm) D Weekend afternoons (12 pm — 6pm)
D Weckday evenings (6 pm — 9pm) D Weekend evenings (6 pm — 9pm)

[:] Weekday night (after 9pm) D Weekend night (after 9pm)

6. Typically, why do you visit Rudolf-Bednar-Park? Check all that apply.
[:] for exercise
D to relax and rest

[:] to enjoy green space [:] to meet others and socialize

[:] to enjoy playground

Dbecause of the playgrounds for my child

7. What type of activity(s) do you do most times while visiting Rudolf-Bednar-Park? Check all that

apply.
D Listen to music D Watch other people, children...etc. DWatch the environment
D Meet with friends DRelax D Walk D Play (Basketball, table tennis ...etc.)

C] Read D Skate

C] Play with my dog

D Eat (lunch, snacks...etc.)
[:]Ride a bike
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[j Sit (on a bench or a hammock...etc.)

[:]other ................................................




8. What factors, if any, keep you from using this park more often? Check all that apply.

D lack of interest [:] lack of shade from sun [:] park is too far from my home

D lack of time D concern about other’s behavior [:] park is too noisy

Dpoor maintenance [:] CTLETIT s visossmopss sl s A 54 S A AT 5

9. Generally, how satisfactory do you personally consider Rudolf-Bednar-Park?
Dvery satistactory D satisfactory G don’t know D unsatisfactory G very unsatistactory

10. How much are you satisfied with the following characters of Rudolf-Bednar-Park?

very unsatisfactory ~ don’t know very satisfactory comments

Park size 5 3 1

Park location

Park design

Access to park

Atmosphere

Maintenance

Safety of the park

Bl R N EN I e

Environmental noise

=

Seating

Tables

o o

Playgrounds

S RN | [N ) NN | N |

—

Safety of the playground
elements

. Lighting

Greenery

Flowers

‘Water ponds

=l = I =

Shade (protection from
sun)

2l

Dog Park

Pergola

WC/Toilet

|| b Ll o|ta]l i (il || | b
B B S S I S o I S B = B S I B S I S I S I

WIWIW| W [ LWIWIWIW]| W [ WIWIWIWIW|lW| W|lw|Ww|w

[NSRESHE SR SR SRNSARSER AR RN E SRR SEE SHE LSRN SHRSHE SR SRR RS S]

OHTETS, TIEASE BB oriniis s svmvissias e b e et bvin 5. LSy SR S s Sy oy v B 3 b o s

11. What do you like most about Rudolf-Bednar-Park?

Thank you for your participation.
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13. How much do you agree with the following statements?

strongly disagree strongly agree
a. Parks help promote my physical health. S 4 3 g 1
b. Parks help me socialize with others (e.g. creating 5 4 3 2 1
opportunities to meet other neighbors).
c. Parks help build a sense of community. 5 4 3 2 1
d. Parks help promote my chi]d’s_ physical and psy.chological 5 4 3 2 1
health. (If you don’t have a child, please, leave it empty)
e. Parks help promote my dog’s physical and psy'chological 5 4 3 B 1
health. (If you don’t have a dog, please, leave it empty)
f.  Parks enhance public safety by creating community feeling. 5 4 3 2 1
g. Parks help improve quality of life. 5 4 3 2 1
h. If T were to move to another place, I would prefer an area 5 4 3 P 1
close to a park.

14. How would you like to modify or change Rudolf-Bednar-Park?

Please specify features you think should be improved or, if not included in the park, needs to be included.
D more seats D more greenery [:] a café with take-out food D more safety
D public art D more light at night D more maintenance D more table

identified in reporting results of the study.

Please answer the following questions about yourself and your household, so that we may better categorize
and analyze the responses to this survey. All of your answers will remain confidential and you will never be

What is your gender? D Female D Male
What is your age? ...............
Where are you from? Country of origin .................

Where do you live? ........... District.

R

. What is your marital status?

C] Single D Married D in a relationship Dother

6. How many children (age under 18) live in your family? ..........
7. Do you have a dog? D Yes DNO

8. What is your education level?

DGradc School DVocationa] School C]Profcssional School D High School

achelor Degree D Master Degree
9. Are you? C] Employed full time D Employed part time D Self-employed
Retired A student Unemployed

Thank you for your participation.

71



APPENDIX B.1: Behavioral Mapping Recording Form

DATE:

TIME:

WEATHER:

BEHAVIORAL MAPPING RECORDING FORM

GENDER

AGE

DESCRIPTION OF PEOPLE

ACTIVITY TAKING PLACE
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APPENDIX B.2: Behavioral Mapping Recording Map
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APPENDIX B.3: Sample of Behavioral Mapping Recordig From

BEHAVIORAL MAPPING RECORDING FORM

DATE: 2"‘304_99!.0 TIME: |2 95 — It1:05 WEATHER: Svany 25 °C

GENDER AGE DESCRIPTION OF PEOPLE ACTIVITY TAKING PLACE
1 m Ao—47 | praup 4 atenrding , dalking
2| £ d0-45 |5, P
3| m 25-30 A 2 y
4 adl 30-2%8 | grows 2 cickng ble yele
A i O P
6 s 30 -35(glone | &Ieepina Wal L]Orm_m_gefc
2 £ 2n-35 -abmn;lu 1 Ilaing
8l m 20-38 Pt dauing watth his child
FE c v 2lauiig
10) F 25 -30 | copple 1 toarleen  aitlion
1| m IREL ] _«.gj-_ng"_,inu,_.a_g"
12| m 30 -39 il .al P d P
13l e C w4 i i@ hq' Jcle
14 C € ! gmﬂ' ) &
15 c C 74 V)
16| m 35-40 | conple { citbing _reocling
7] f 30-25 | family 0 siting dalking™, wade Ling
18 F 2o - 3’-\' -pnuml:q _3 /4 fis 17
19 c (1 tamily 2 plawing
20[ ¢ c | fomily 2 olod iAe
21 i 2720 f;\r ! L.;l-oH ina
22| ¢ 25-30 | couple 2 s 4 Z=
2E N A -ﬂ.rm;P A _Phsg%_g_ﬂih_m,ﬁ‘}ﬂf
24 (B . v V/a pra
5| ¢ ¢ |fomily 4 ploying oo swing
26| C c P "
e P2 2 wodelhing
28] % 30-3% y) siting “dalking . wialrhing
29 F 2025 &4 ;J \-'an amy . i
30| 30-25 4 u -
3| m 20-35 | fomil, § Aoy Jte n
32 (4 (N Y ~ TPhu'ma
33| ¢ c i Playma
34| m 2 -do toun L aloging dg tenals
A s e o
36 m teen 4laua o ohur’nr. \lo"-e\lldﬁu“ .
37 A L ¥ 3
38 w) # i 1]
39| ¢ child Grou p 3 \Hd'glng. _.s;ﬂ,\_ng
40 m 3n-49 7 W ”
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APPENDIX B.4: Sample of Behavioral Mapping Recordig Map
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