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ABSTRACT

Urban parks, which are the most important elements of urban open green areas, are indispensable. They take people away
from the dense, stressful, and noisy environment of cities and provide them with various active and passive recreational
opportunities. It is of great importance that urban parks are planned correctly for being qualified as preferable areas. And
they have a strong functional and aesthetic design so that they remain preferred. Therefore, prioritizing the quality criteria
affecting the public satisfaction of urban parks is crucial in the planning and design stages.

This study employed a questionnaire to determine the priority ranking among four quality criteria for urban parks in three
regions of Konya (Turkey) with different socio-demographic characteristics. These criteria are comfort and image,
sociability, uses and activity, and accessibility. The main research goal was to create a base for planning, design, and
revision processes of urban parks by preferences of park users. The results were evaluated with the help of Analytical
Hierarchy Process (AHP), a pairwise comparison technique. The results show that comfort and image take the first place in
the quality criteria ranking with a weight of 0.550 weight. This was followed by sociability with a weight of 0.246, uses and
activity with a weight of 0.147 and accessibility with a weight of 0.057. It is suggested that the density of young and old
population and levels of income of the public effect priority of an urban park in any locality.
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OZET

Insan1 kentin yogun, stresli, kalabalik ve giiriiltiilii ortamindan uzaklastiran, cesitli aktif ve pasif rekreasyon olanaklari
saglayan, toplum i¢in vazgecilmez bir alan olan kent parklari, kentsel agik yesil alanlarin en 6nemli unsurudur. Bu baglamda
kent parklarmin nitelikli ve tercih edilebilir alanlar olmasi i¢in dogru planlanmasi, siirekliliginin saglanmas: igin fonksiyonel
ve estetik agidan giiclii bir tasarima sahip olmasi biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Kent parklarinin halk memnuniyetini ve tercih
edilebilirligini etkileyen kalite kriterlerinin onceliklendirilmesi, planlama ve tasarimin belirlenmesinde oncelikli konu
olmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismada, Konya'nin (Tiirkiye) farkli sosyo-demografik 6zelliklere sahip ii¢ bolgesindeki kentsel parklar igin dort kalite
kriteri arasinda Oncelik siralamasini belirlemek igin bir anket kullanilmistir. Bu kriterler konfor ve imaj, sosyallik,
kullamimlar ve aktiviteler ile erisilebilirliktir. Aragtirmanin temel amaci, park kullanicilarmin tercihlerine gore kent
parklarinin planlama, tasarim ve revizyon siireglerine bir altlik olusturmaktir. Sonuglar, ikili karsilagtirma teknigi olan
Analitik Hiyerarsi Siireci (AHP) yardimiyla degerlendirildi. Sonuglar, kalite kriterleri siralamasinda 0.550 agirlik ile konfor
ve imaj ilk sirada yer aldigini gostermektedir. Bunu sirasi ile 0.246 agirlikla sosyallik, 0.147 agirlikla kullanimlar ve aktivite
ve 0.057 agirlikla erisilebilirlik izlemistir. Geng ve yash niifus yogunlugunun ve halkin gelir diizeylerinin herhangi bir
yoredeki bir kent parkinin dnceligini etkiledigi goriilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Analitik Hiyerarsi Siireci, Kalite kriterleri, Kent parklari.
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1. INTRODUCTION

People living in the dense, noisy, congested, polluted, concretized and stressful urban fabric today are
continuously looking for spaces where they can come together with nature. Therefore, the efforts to create
more contemporary and livable urban environments are steadily picking up. Incidentally, urban parks have
emerged as some of the most important elements of urban aesthetics shaped by humankind, providing for
various active and passive recreational and socializing opportunities (Kart, 2002).

The configuration of public spaces, their material arrangements, and their functional and symbolic
interpretations provide opportunities for encouraging or preventing urban life (Skjeveland, 2001). As per
the standard practices in urban planning and development, the criteria established to evaluate the
development and use of successful public spaces are grouped under four headings, such as comfort and
image, uses and activity, access and linkage, and sociability (Spaces, 2000). As urban parks are some of the
most accessible urban public spaces, these four criteria should be considered in the study of urban park
quality criteria as well.

Comfort and image are key to whether a park shall be used or not. The attractiveness and character of space
are created in people's minds in terms of its safety, cleanliness, maintenance and the use of the surrounding
buildings (Yiicel, 2007).

The availability of activities is yet another main factor that attracts people to parks. The variety of activities
allows and inspires a large gamut of people to make use of space (Spaces, 2000).

A park with a variety of activities and large enough to serve a good number of patrons will still not have
enough users if it is not positioned correctly. Parks should be in such a locality that tightly connects with
schools, youth centers, playgrounds and housing areas (Corbusier & Yoriikan, 2009). To work on this
criterion, the socio-demographic structures and the needs and tastes of the park users should be taken into
consideration. When evaluating a park in terms of accessibility and linkage, it is important to consider its
connections with the rest of the city and also its inter-spatial connections. While examining the linkages to
the city, the location, the land uses around the park and the conditions of the roads that provide access to
the park should be considered. To evaluate the inter-spacial connections, the important aspects of
consideration would be the entrances and exits, the roads within the park and how these inner roads
interlink the various spaces within.

Degree of a society’s existing social ties are affected their social integration (Can, 2016). The sociability of
a park can be its most difficult but indispensable feature and is affected by the existence of three other
criteria (uses and activity; access and linkage; image and comfort). Since the emergence of the concept,
urban parks have been looked upon as community spaces to establish a mechanism for social integration
(Yorulmaz, 2006). Today, parks bring together different social groups physically and intellectually
(Swanwick, Dunnett, & Woolley, 2003) and offer them an opportunity to be with other people in a relaxing
and undemanding way. Being among others and seeing and hearing them imply positive experiences and
offer alternatives to being alone (Gehl, 2011).

Numerous studies have used public preferences to evaluate public satisfaction about urban parks (An, Tian,
& Gan, 2014; Cetinkaya, Erman, & Uzun, 2015; Giirer & Ugurlar, 2017; Jaafar & Tudin, 2010; Riki,
Rezazade, & Miri, 2016; Rouhi, Monfared, & Forsat, 2017). This study investigates the general public
preferences regarding urban parks to prioritize the quality criteria and to create a base by considering these
preferences in the planning, design and revision processes. The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP)
method, a multiple criteria analysis technique, is used for ranking the criteria in terms of importance.

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The main materials of the study are the quality criteria for urban parks and a questionnaire on these criteria
to be answered by park users with different socio-demographic characteristics in three different regions
(Ecdat, Kiiltiir, and Karaaslan Hadimi park) of Konya (Turkey). The quality criteria for successful urban
parks as gathered from the literature review (Corbusier & Yoriikan, 2009; Spaces, 2000; Ter, 2011;
Yorulmaz, 2006; Yiicel, 2007) were put forward first. Then, a simple, understandable questionnaire was
prepared to enable park users to make a pairwise comparison of these quality criteria.

The descriptive study was done using a questionnaire. Respondents were requested to rank the quality
criteria for urban parks. The outcomes were analyzed using the AHP technique and used to determine the
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priority levels of the criteria by comparing the alternatives in pairs.

AHP is an easy, convenient and preferred quantitative method for decision-makers to rank and select the
best of the alternatives; it develops a numerical score for each decision alternative based on comparisons of
each under different criteria reflecting decision makers' preferences and on how well the decision-maker
meets the criteria (Russell & Taylor, 2003; Saaty & Vargas, 2012). The technique is based on pairwise
comparison, a natural process people use while evaluating an object in terms of preference, importance, and
probability. A scale of numbers is used to show how many times an element is dominant over the others in
terms of the criterion or property being compared (Forman & Selly, 2001; Saaty, 2008b).

While making comparisons among the criteria, the basic comparison scale as presented in Table 1 and
containing values from 1 to 9 was used. The priorities were established after pairwise comparisons.
Priorities are relative numbers, numerical rankings, or the result of numerical measurements, derived from
binary comparisons based on dominance and measured on the ratio scale.

Table 1. Importance Levels Used in Comparison (Saaty, 2008a)
Importance Definition
Equal importance
Weak importance
Essential importance
Demonstrated importance
9 Extreme importance
2,4,6,8 Intermediate values

The steps included in AHP are the formation of the problem, establishment of a hierarchical structure,
pairwise comparisons, synthesis, evaluation and the reporting of results (Forman & Selly, 2001; Saaty,
2005).

The questionnaire on “determining the priority criteria for successful urban parks” was prepared and 120
people surveyed to see their preference for quality of urban park among four criteria. The four criteria
included in the questionnaire were:

v' ‘Comfort and image’ covering several qualities such as security, cleanliness, greenery, charm, the
availability of facilities to walk around, the adequacy of recreational areas and units, historical features
and environmental factors (Carmona, Heath, Oc, & Tiesdell, 2003; Inceoglu & Aytug, 2009).

‘Uses and activities’ reflecting the various activities available, including recreational ones, suitable for
different socio-demographic criteria, needs and tastes.

'Accessibility’ signifying how easily accessible the parks are for pedestrians or through public
transportation and how well connected they are to the other parts of the city (Uslu, 2016; Wang,
Brown, Liu, & Mateo-Babiano, 2015)

‘Sociability' referring to how the parks could attract people of different ages and cultures, increase user
diversity and thus aim to create a cross-section of diversity and cohesion within their spaces (Uslu,
2016)

The questions were framed verbally so that the respondent could understand and answer easily; for
example, a question was framed as “comfort and image are more important than sociability” and the
respondent filled in the blanks with appropriate numbers from 1 to 9 in the scoring system developed by
Saaty. The scores were then converted into a matrix. The pairwise comparison matrix of the four criteria is
given in Table 2.

Table 2. Pairwise Comparison Matrix of Alternatives According to Quality Criteria
Quality criteria Comfort and Image Sociability Accessibility Uses and
Activities

Comfort and Image 1
Sociability
Accessibility

Uses and Activities
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Briefly, a quality urban park must be safe, well-maintained and attractive, and have sufficient space and
facilities for relaxation (comfort and image). It should give its patrons the opportunity to be together and
spend time with other people (sociability). It should also provide a variety of activities for the use of people
with different demographic and cultural structures and needs (uses and activities). Access to the park
should be easy and its positioning should be related to the surrounding spaces (accessibility).

Out of the 120 participants in the survey, most were female graduates and students in the age group of 21—
40 (as detailed in Table 3). The responses show that while young people preferred sociability, the older
ones valued accessibility. While sociability remained a priority at the lower income level, comfort and
image were of importance for those in the upper income level. Therefore, when planning for an urban park
in any locality, the most appropriate of these two criteria could be prioritized according to the density of
young and old population in the region and also the levels of income of the public.

Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of The Respondents
Respondent profile Percent
Female 59,2
Male 40,8
Below 20 yrs 11,7
21-40 yrs 71,7
41-60 yrs 13,3
Above 60 yrs 3,3
Elementary school 13,32
Education High school 8,59
University 78,09
Public employees 26,7
Private sector employees 24,1
Occupation Retired 3,3
Unemployed 15
Student 30,8
0-2000 28,3
2001-3500 28,3
3501-5000 16,7
Above 5001 26,7

Gender

Age

Income level

The results of the AHP analysis of the pairwise comparisons demonstrate that the highest ratio is obtained
for the comfort and image parameter with a value of 55%, compared to the other three parameters; and the
lowest ratio is for the accessibility parameter with a value of 5.7%. Thus, the priorities of urban park
quality criteria as recommended from the survey start with comfort and image having the highest weight of
0.550, followed by sociability with a weight of 0.246, uses and activity with a weight of 0.147 and lastly,
accessibility with a weight of 0.057. The normalizations obtained by weighing each alternative are as given
in Table 4.

Table 4. Priority Values of Urban Parks Quality Criteria
Quality criteria Weights Priority
Comfort and Image 0,550
Sociability 0,246

Accessibility 0,057
Uses and Activities 0,147

It is also noted that while speaking of the most important criterion, the comfort and image parameter,
people weighed the aspects of charm, safety, the facilities to sit and relax and walk around, and cleanliness.
Meticulous planning of structural and vegetative elements in park areas, proper site selection and regular
maintenance positively influence the shaping of this parameter. The maintenance activity should provide
enough thrust on the repair or renewal of park structures and equipment, removal of waste and the
periodical maintenance of vegetative landscapes. In short, the charm of a park and the associated high
utilization rate are directly proportional to user satisfaction.

In terms of accessibility, people considered the aspects of proximity, continuity, connection and the ability
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to reach the park by walk. It is also noted that accessibility was not an obstacle for patrons to come to a
park once their preferences were set.

4. CONCLUSION

Urban parks that can be described as successful are open green areas in the right locations, are functional
and aesthetically appealing, can meet the needs of the various socio-demographic groups, host active and
passive recreational activities, and can contribute to the city life on social, cultural, and economic aspects.

While planning and designing or renovating such spaces, it is crucial to consult the expectations, requests,
and opinions of the park users alongside the necessary criteria involved in the design, planning, and
management stages. AHP analysis can be a useful method for determining the priorities of urban park
quality criteria for analyzing the survey results. The results reflect that urban park users highly prioritize
the aspects of comfort and image. Also, the spatial quality of an area is very relevant to the comfort and
image parameter, and this is related to the design and management of urban parks. It can also be concluded
that while the accessibility criterion is considered important during the planning stage, it takes the last place
in the preference importance level.

REFERENCES

An, Y. G, Tian, Z. H., & Gan, N. (2014). An analysis of visitors' satisfaction toward urban parks based on
the method of IPA-illustrated with the example of Beijing Lotus Pond Park. Paper presented at the Applied
Mechanics and Materials.

Can, I. (2016). The changing nature of the neighborhood and neighborliness: Urban spaces of interaction
and sense of community, a case study of Izmir, Turkey. Journal of Architectural and Planning Research,
213-234.

Carmona, M., Heath, T., Oc, T., & Tiesdell, S. (2003). Urban spaces-public places: The dimensions of
urban design. In: Oxford: Architectural Press.

Corbusier, L., & Yoriikan, A. (2009). Atina anlasmast: Yap1 Kredi Yaynlart.

Cetinkaya, G., Erman, A., & Uzun, M. S. (2015). Determination of the recreational park users satisfactions
and dissatisfactions factors Rekreasyonel amagli park kullanicilarinin memnuniyet ve memnuniyetsizlik
faktorlerinin belirlenmesi. Journal of Human Sciences, 12(1), 851-869.

Forman, E. H., & Selly, M. A. (2001). Decision by objectives: how to convince others that you are right:
World Scientific.

Gehl, J. (2011). Life between buildings: using public space: Island press.

Giirer, N., & Ugurlar, A. (2017). User Satisfaction in Urban Parks: Ankara Kugulu Park Case. Megaron,
12(3), 443-459. doi:10.5505/megaron.2017.76094

Inceoglu, M., & Aytug, A. (2009). Kentsel Mekanda Kalite Kavrami. Megaron, 4(3).

Jaafar, N., & Tudin, R. (2010). Uparqual: The development of an urban park satisfaction measurement
scale. International Journal of Business & Society, 11(2).

Kart, N. (2002). Emirgan Parkinda Kullanicilarin Memnuniyet Derecelerinin Belirlenmesi, Istanbul
Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii. Yiiksek Lisans Tezi,

Riki, J., Rezazade, M. H., & Miri, G. (2016). Urban Park Use, Quality Evaluation, and Resident
Satisfaction Indicators in the City of Zahedan, Iran. International Journal of Geography and Geology, 5(4),
60-72.

Rouhi, M., Monfared, M. R., & Forsat, M. (2017). Measuring Public Satisfaction on Urban Parks (A Case
Study: Sari City). 2017, 5(4), 17. doi:10.7596/taksad.v5i4.618

Russell, R. S., & Taylor, B. W. (2003). Operations management (Vol. 3): Prentice Hall * eNew Jersey New
Jersey.

Saaty, T. L. (2005). Theory and applications of the analytic network process: decision making with
benefits, opportunities, costs, and risks: RWS publications.

i |€R sssjournal.com ‘ International Social Sciences Studies Journal ‘@ sssjournal.info@gmail.com ‘

4147



mailto:sssjournal.info@gmail.com

International Social Sciences Studies Journal 2021 Issue:88 pp: 4143-4148

Saaty, T. L. (2008a). Decision making with the analytic hierarchy process. International journal of services
sciences, 1(1), 83-98.

Saaty, T. L. (2008b). Relative measurement and its generalization in decision making why pairwise
comparisons are central in mathematics for the measurement of intangible factors the analytic
hierarchy/network process. RACSAM-Revista de la Real Academia de Ciencias Exactas, Fisicas y
Naturales. Serie A. Matematicas, 102(2), 251-318.

Saaty, T. L., & Vargas, L. G. (2012). Models, methods, concepts & applications of the analytic hierarchy
process (Vol. 175): Springer Science & Business Media.

Skjeveland, O. (2001). Effects of street parks on social interactions among neighbors: A place perspective.
Journal of Architectural and Planning Research, 18, 131-147.

Spaces, P. f. P. (2000). How to turn a place around: a handbook for creating successful public spaces:
Project for Public Spaces Incorporated.

Swanwick, C., Dunnett, N., & Woolley, H. (2003). Nature, role and value of green space in towns and
cities: An overview. Built Environment (1978-), 94-106.

Ter, U. (2011). Quality criteria of urban parks: The case of Alaaddin Hill (Konya-Turkey). African Journal
of Agricultural Research, 6(23), 5367-5376.

Uslu, D. D. (2016). Kamusal A¢ik Mekdn Kullamcilarimn_Alan Kullammlarin Etkileyen Faktorlerin
Parklar Baglaminda Incelenmesi: Liileburgaz Genglik Parki Ornegi. Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi,

Wang, D., Brown, G., Liu, Y., & Mateo-Babiano, I. (2015). A comparison of perceived and geographic
access to predict urban park use. Cities, 42, 85-96.

Yorulmaz, A. (2006). Harikalar Diyar1 parkinin kullanici profili ve beklentilerinin belirlenmesi. Yiiksek Li-
sans Tezi, Ankara Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitii-sii, Peyzaj Mimarligi Anabilim Dali, Ankara.

Yiicel, F. (2007). Kentsel tasarim: kaliteli kent park: tasarimi. Mimariik Dergisi(334).

i |2 sssjournal.com | nternational Social Sciences Studies Journal ‘@ sssjournal.info@gmail.com ‘

4148



mailto:sssjournal.info@gmail.com

