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Abstract

Even though Hong Kong is well known for its waterfront views, Victoria Harbour uses little of

its waterfrant to the fullest potential. From past research, we identified four main qualities

essential to a beneficial harbefoont: accessibility, connectivity, quality and

design/maintenance. After observingfeelyy ght sites around Howg Kong
indicated both positive and negative qualitie
We found that a mix of facilities, amenities and activities at water's edge can make Victoria

Harbour a more popular destination for both residents angt®udur report presents findings

and suggestions for the improvement of Hong Kong
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Executive Summary

As the majority of the Hong Kong people report, Victoria Harbour reflects the identity
and hisory of the peoplef Hong Kong, butonstant constructioalong the harbounas caused
thepubl i c to perceive Victor i a (HadoubBoginess a s
Forum, 2006)Given the strongdentification that the Hong Kong pple have withithe harbour,
they still hope it will become less focused on development and more pwagleed.Studies
have investigated the urban planning of Victoria Harlamasuggest several key factors that
should be considered when developingulagerfront area® accessibility, canectivity, quality,
and design anthaintenanc€The HOK Planning Group, 2007)Hyde, Seymour, Tennant, &

Truong, 2008).

Thereforewe set out to identify ways in which the waterfront canrowp its
accessibility, connectivityquality, and design and maintenan&gecifically, we examined 48
sites along Victoria Harbour owned and operated by the Leisure and Cultural Services
Department (LCSD)To assestiow well each of theites methe crieriaof accessibility,
connectivity, quality, and design and maintenameefirst definedhe four factorss a)
accessibility a measuref available facilities that allow an abb®diedperson to reach site, b)
connectivity ameasure of how well th&ite connects people to the hinterland and along the
waterfrontc) quality: theability of the site to provide people with agtigs to do and encourage
peopleto stay and d) design and maintenance: remsthetially pleasing the site was and how
well the site was maintainedio assess tlse factors we conducted interviews and site

observationsWe thenrated each siten a scale of one to fouiour being the bestn its
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accessibility, connectivityquality, and design and maintenarased examined whiser each of

these four characteristics predicted the popularity of the site.

We found that thaverageaccessibility of the sitesastwo stars; the connectivity scored
two stars; the quality scored two stars; and the design and maintenance scoredrthree st
Furthermore, we found that each of these factors predicted the popularity of iBpedti&cally,
in terms of accessibility /found thatvhile most sites had at least one form of public
transportation withinvalking distance (400 meters), orll9%of the sites werenarkedfrom the
public transportation stopith directional signsln addition, in terms of connectivitgnly 19%
hada continuousdarbourfront, such that it connected people to other slteterms ofquality,
only 71% providel visitors with aharbour view. In terms of design and maintenanc# @fL.the

sites were welmaintainedandclean

Based on our findings, we recommend @ighs areadded between the transport drop
off and the siteandbetween discoretted, nearby sites todrease the ease of travel. We also
suggest that more food services be created, as only 33% of sites have food. In addition, we
recommend thahe sites implement a variety of aies and that more shaded seating is
provided, as it was requested in uisgerviews.Since fences limit both connectivity and design,
we also suggeshatchainlink and barbed wire fences be removed or changed to more

aesthetically pleasing fences

In particular, we also recommend that more recycling bins be added acratss ahd
that future research examstactors that may contribute to an envinoentally friendly harbour
front. Based on our findingsve have madepecific suggestions to improve each of the 48

LCSD locationsIn sum our project assesd¢he accessibity, connectivity, quaty, and design
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and maintenancef these48 locationsandprovided specifisecommendations to help Victoria

Harbourbecome a genuinely vibrant and wefled area



1. Introduction

As the vast majority of the Hong Kong peopdport,Victoria Harbour reflects the
identity and history of the people of Hong Kong, and provides residents with a sense of
belonging and emotional welfafglarbour Business Forum, 2006 fact, theHarbour has a
rich and vibranpast centered around trading, shipping, and fisttegbour Business Forum,
2008) In its early years unddritish rule, the Harbour served as a major European trading
center for the city of Hong Kongyhichresulted in the construction of wharfs, piers, dockyards,
and warehouses. But over time, the major industries moved to more outlying areas of the

harbour, and consequently left vacancies along the central areas of the franttour

This resultd in the construction of highses and other buildings along the waterfront.
Due to the high value of this lantthe harboufront was extended by filling in the water to create
more space for developmems a result, the harbodiront has been under constant
construction, and has caused the public to pe

s i | e (Harkodr@®usiness Forum, 2006)

Given the strongdentificationthat the Hong Kong people have witte harbour, they
still hope it will become less focused on development and more peogided and integrated
with their daily lives. Therefore, we set out to identify ways in which the waterfront can
improve to becme a genuinely vibrant and welsed area, representative of the ptigsthe

Hong Kong people have in Victoria Harbour.



2. Background

Several studies have investigated the urban planning of Victoria Haflimuresults of
these studies suggestveral key factors that should be considered when developing the

waterfront area$ accessibility, connectivity, quality, and desgmdmaintenance.

2.1 Accessibility

Previous research on Victoria Harbour has shown that accessing the harbour is often
difficult, as there are long and complicated access routes from public transport to the harbour
(Hyde, Seymour, Tennant, & Truong, 2008his study found that one major factor contributing
to this is the lack of signage tacgfrom the harbourln addition, another study shows that there
is a need to build nepublictransportatiorcloser to the waterfrorfThe HOK Planning Group,
2007) These reports have highlighted the importance of both sufficient signage and available
public transport to creating an accessible hadfiaunt. Thus, we examined the accessibility of

specific sitesparticularly assessing the available signage and public transport

2.2 Connectivity

In addition to accessing the harbour from the hintel#re connections betn various
locations and the existence of physical barriers (eaggo working areas, sewage treatment
areas, bus stops, busy roads) preventing connectiong the harbour may also be important
factors. Looking at Victoria Haour, previous research found that the harbour lacks connections
and has barriers between its attracti@ihgde, Seymour, Tennant, & Truong, 200&esearch
has also shown that another significant facfaronnectivity is the amourof streetlevel access

because this influences the perceived convenience of reaching the lgt#gitrour Business



Forum, 2006)Entering the harbour using strdetel entrancessimore convenient than
climbing stairs, crossing footbridges, and using underground walkways

Looking beyond Victoria Harbour, case studies of several international port cities, such
as Boston and Sydney, show that connectivity helped improve thefdameel along the
harbour and helped enhance the use of the waterfront area. For example, both Boston and
Sydney have created walking paths that connect various waterfront destinations such as parks,

cultural attractions, and harbeuiewing points

In addition to providing connections between sites, a study looking at the Boston
Harborwalk showed that signage to and from different locations along the harbour is important
(The Boston Harbor Association and Boston Redevelopmetitofity, 2009) This study found
that breaks in the Boston Harborwakkused it to be more difficult to follow and resulted in less
frequent usage. Consequently, Boston has implemented directional signage that guides visitors

to specific desnations, especially when the trail becondeonnected

While research highlights the need for connections to the harbour and between-harbour
front locations, another important factor could be connecting visitors directly to the water. While
research has not investigated this aspect of connectivity directly, research does show that certain
activities (e.g., fishing), attractions (e.g., beaches), and facilities (e.g., steps) bring people to the
harbour and allow them to interact with it diredfljhe HOK Planning Group, 20Q7)Given the
lack of connectivity found along Victoria Harbour and the research showing the importance of
connectivity in bringing people to the harbdront, we examined the connectivity between

specific sites along the waterfront of Hong Kong.



2.3 Quality

To help improve the quality of life, the majority thle Hong Kong public (89%)
advocates devoting more time and resources into developing leisure activities along Victoria
Harbour(Harbour Business Forum, 2006) Ye't , as of | ast year, mo s |
harbourfront area lacked food and drink kiosks, public toilets, restaurants, and shopping options
(Hyde, Seymour, Tennant, & Truorig)08) Other reports indicate that the harbénant could
also improve in quality by providing more lighting, new piers, swimming pools that face the

harbour, and public facilities such as exercise afBas HOK Planning Gnap, 2007)

Case studies of other international port citits® suggest that providing a variety of
activities and amenities help improve the overall quality of a hatfoont. For example, Boston
Harba supports activities that appeal to variousugs of peopléy providingvenues such as
parks, restaurants, museums, sports arenas, and (Buedyidi, 2001) In addition, popular
venues such as Christopher Columbus Park contain amenitieassddhking fountains, food
service, lighting, seatingnd shelter. Together these activities and facilities give visitors things
to do andorovidethe necessaryeandor a prolongedtayin the venueThese factors may
improve the overallqualt y of t h e -fvontexpdriencedSmildr @ Bdstony r
Bal t i mor e & s hab utiizedrits herboefront space for entertainment venues,
museums, concert halls, and arenas. In addition, dining options and food vendors surround these
destnations(Millspaugh, 2003)Given the lack of activities and amenities found along Victoria
Harbour and the research showing the importance of these factors in bringing people to the
harbouffront, we examined the quality gbacific locations on the Hong Kong waterfront,

specifically assessing activities and amenities.



2.4 Design and Maintenance

Another factor that may also contribute to the quality of the harbour is the design and
overall maintenance of the area. In facteegsh shows that people often choose to walk in
comfortable and enjoyable argdéillspaugh, 2003) Research also suggests that sdekigned
and weltmaintained venues provide a sense of pride and ownership among a{Hasbrur
Business Forum, 2007 However, studies looking at the maintenance and design of Victoria
Harbour show room for improveme(ilyde, Seymour, Tennant, & Truong, 200B) particular,
this stug¢ found that the design of some of the areas was limited by ventilation grilles and chain
link fences, and some waterfront areas were so poorly maintained that few people uéed them

even though they were easily accessible.

Case studies afiternational pd cities also suggest the importance of design and
maintenance in the quality of the harbéur o nt . Il n particul ar, Bost ol
creating a wellandscaped, green, and aesthetically appealing (e.g., the inclusion of public art,
sculgures, and water fountaingdmospher€The Boston Harbor Association and Boston
Redevelopment Authority, 2009n addition, studies of the Boston Harbour suggest that
increased maintenance of the area (e.g., bentghts, walkways) wouléurther enhance the
vibrancy of the waterfronfThe Boston Harbor Association and Boston Redevelopment
Authority, 2009) Given the lack of design and maintenance found alootpha Harbour and
the research showing the importance of these factors in bringing people to the-frartoure

examined the design and maintenance of specific locations along Victoria Harbour.



2.5 Conclusin

In sum, urban planning studieBow th&four main factors should be considered when
developing and improving harbefrontsd accessibility connectivity, quality, and design and
maintenance. Case studies of international haffsonts also demonstrate the importance of
many of these factord.ooking specifically at Victoria Harbour, studies consistently show that
many areas of the harbour lack many of these characteristics, and may contribute to the
perception that the harbour is not peepteented(Harbour Busines Forum, 2006) Since the
Hong Kong public hopes for the harbour to become more integrated with their dailyve/sst
out to identify ways in which the waterfront can improve its accessibility, connectivity, quality,

and design and maintenance.



3. Methodology

3.1 Participants

A total of 41 (16males, 17females, 8 did not reporpeople participated in the user
interviews. Of these participarntesnwere tourists27 were residents and four did not report.
Participants gave verbal inforacheonsent and we not given any incentives for their

participation.

3.2 Design

Specifically, we examined 48 sites along Victoria Harbour owned and operated by the
Leisure and Cultural Services Department (LCSBQr our examinations, we conducted user
interviews and made site observations to assess each location on its level of accessibility,
connectivity, quality, and design and maintenahterder to asseshdse four characteristics
we formulated a definition of each characteristic. Each definition contains the criteria a site must
possess to suit the needs of visitors as established by previous research, user interviews, and our
observationsBased on these definitionse conducted user interviews and site observations to

measure the level of accessibility, connectivity, quality, and design and maintenance of each site.

3.2.1Accessibility

In order to evaluate agessibility, we defined it as the measure of available facilities that
allow an ablebodiedperson to reach the site. Available facilities included public transportation
systems and signage. Specifically, we evaluated the proximity of four modes of public
transportation to each site. The four modes of transportation, MTR, bus, ferry, and tram, had to

be within walking distance of the site. Since past research has shown that people will happily
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t r a v erhetefsof delay and discomfort through congestedr'se et net wodr ks o, we

walking distances 400meterg(Harbour Business Forum, 2008)

We conducted user interviews to measure us
site, and we conducted site observagiont o observe the | evel of acce
perceptions of the accessibility of the site, we asked participants how they got to the site and how
easy it was to get there. For the site observations, we made note of the presence of available
public transportation (e.g., MTR stations, buses, ferries, and taxis) and recorded the mode that
we took to get to the site. The approximate distance of the public transportation from the site was
determined using an aerial map along with online meastoolg. MTR stations were measured
from the closest exit. Buses and trams were measured from the closest stop and ferries were
measured from piers. We excluded taxis and water taxis in our analysis because both of them can
reach any destination uponthetcus mer 6 s r equest . I n addition,

directional signs from the public transportation dafpto the site

3.2.2Connectivity

In order to evaluate connectivity we defined it as a measure of how well the sitetsonnec
people to the hinterland amtbng the waterfrordnd the measure of how easy it is for a person
to enter the site. Within this categpmwe formulated two subopics: site connectivity and

signage.

3.2.2.1 Site Connectivity

Site conmectivity included four items: ajrade access, sufficient entrances, continuous
waterfront, and berthing. Ajrade access, a connection between the hinterland and the site that
does not have stairs, enasVisitors to more easily reach and enter theidason. In order for a

person to easily enter the site, we determined through observation that a sufficient amount of
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entrances relevant to the sitebds size must be
determined as small, medium, or lafgeeAppendixE). Small sites must contain one to two

entrances, medium sites must contaneeto four entrances, and large sites must configor

more entrances in order to have sufficient entrances. If a site has more accesslgtetsore

its size, it has an increased means of connecting people to the waterfront and to the hinterland. In
addition, a site must connect visitors to the harbour by creating a continuous waterfront. A
continuous waterfront contains no barriers betwajacent sites, providing easy travel along

the harbour. Lastly, a site connects people to the water and hinterland by enabling a person to
temporarily dock a boat, also called berthing. If a site contains the means of berthinte& enab

visitors tomoreeasily travel throughout the harbour and rethethinterland.

3.2.2.2 Signage

We evaluated the presence of four types of
sign, site layout map, directional signage to availabldtias, and directional signage to nearby
destinations and transport. A site sign is located at tineree of the site and displays the full
name of the site in English and Chinese, clearly indicating its location to visitors. A site layout

map displag the name and entire area of the site, labeling all amenities and facilities.

Directional signage to available facilities within a site directs visitors to facilities (e.qg.,
activities aml services) within a site. Directional signs to nearby destinatinddransport directs
visitors to other nearby sites, to thelb@ur front, and to nearby transportation. These four types
of signs make it easier for visitors to travel within the location, to other nearby locations, and

back to the hinterland, furtherncr easi ng a siteds connectivity.

We conducted user interviews to measure us

site, and we conducted site observations to o
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perceptions of theonnectivity of he site, we asked participants how they got to the site and how
easy it was to get there. For the site observations, we assessed site connectivity by making note
of whether connections to other sites, to the water, and to nearby destinations and transport
existed, and classified what type of connections were there and which were lacking. In addition,
we noted whether barriers prevented possible connects between the site and other sites, the
water, and nearby destinations and transportation, and whab#reigss were. To assess

signage, we noted whether the four types of signs were present, and classified which type of

signs were present and which type were not present.

3.2.3Quality
The quality of the site was determined by evaluating théyabf the site to provide

people with activities to do and encouragpeople stapatthe site. Past research shows that a
number of different factors can contribtieancreasing the likelihood that people will use a site
(Habour Business Forum, @6). Based on these findings, we evaluated the quality of a site by
looking for the following features: a) special features (e.g., harbour views and historical
monuments), b) facilities (e.g., parks, promenades, soccer pitch, playground, basketbaft)court)
food and beverage (e.g., kiosks, restaurants, vending machines), d) amenities (e.g., toilets,
lighting, information kiosks, an@iFi/public telephone), e) allowed activities (e.qg., fishing, dog
walking, swimming, biking, and ball games), and d)isgate.g., whether seating existed and

whether it was shaded)

We conducted user interviews to measure us
we conducted site observations to observe the
the quality of the site, we asked participants the purpose of their visit to the site and for

suggestions for areas of improvement for the site (e.g., what amenities they wished the site had,
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and what activities they liked to do). In addition, we visited hatetsasked the hotel staff for
recommendations of activities to do in order to examine whether they would recommend visits to
the nearby harbour front sites. For the site observations, we assessed site quality by making note
of whether the site had spddeatures, facilities, amenities, allowed activities, and seating. We
also made note of whether the site had any additional features not included in our list, and noted

any signs disallowing certain activities (emp fishing allowed).

3.2.4Designand Maintenance

The design and maintenance of the site was determined by evaluating how adlgthetic
pleasing the site wasMore specifically, we evaluated the design and maintenance ofelgy s
evaluating it on several features: a) how well it was maintained (e.g., damage, rust), b) how clean
the site was (e.g., presencawbbishand recycling bins and overall level of cleanliness), and c)

how well landscaped the area wag(eyreenery, artwork, fencing).

We conducted user interviews to measure us
maintenance of the site, and we conducted site observations to observe the level of design and
mai nt enance. To me a saskeeparticpants theshow wallamtaiped i ons, w
they felt the site was. For the site observations, we assessed the design and maintenance by
making note of whether the site was maintained, clean, and landscaped. For maintenance, we
noted whether anything hadst, chipped paint, was broken or damaged, and whether there were
dead plants. For cleanliness, we noted whether the site had trash on the ground, was visibly
dirty, and whether it hatubbishand recycling bins. For landscape, we noted wheligesite
had different types of fences (e.g., chiank, barbed wire), had artwork (e.g., sculptures, themed

sections, water fountains), and had greenery (e.g., trees, shrubs, flowers, grass).

11



3.3 Procedure

To conduct the user interviews, two researchisised the site andiorkedwith bilingual
volunteersvho spoke @ntonese or Mandari The researchers asked visitors of the site if they
would like to answer some questions about possible improvenoertefsite. In addition, the
researchers asked people who were not at the site, but nearby, if they would like to answer some
guestions about the possible improvement for the nearby site. After agreeing to participate, the
researchrsinterviewed the paicipants using a set list of questions that assessed their
perceptions of the accessibility, connectivity, quality, and design and maintenance of the site.
Thegender and whether the participaras atourist or residentvererecorded The interviews
laged approximately 205 minutes. After completing the interview, the participants were

thanked.

To conduct our site observations, four observers visited each site at the same time and
made separate evaluations of the sites. The observers tooktparsjgortation to each site and
recorded the type of public transportation taken and the other available options. From the public
transportation dropff, the observers walked towards the site using a map, and recorded whether
signage helped direct theiwwards the site. Once they arrived at the site, they assessed the sites
in terms of accessibility, connectivity, quality, and design and maintenance based on the
standardized criteria. In addition, the observers explaneddook photographs of the

surraunding aredo help understand thesageof the site

After observing each site and conducting interviews, the observers rated each site on its
level of accessibility, connectivity, quality, and desigi anaintenance. The rating was based on

the siteds ability t o charactéristifSee AppeedidBy. For eaehr i a
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item of the criteridhat thesite fulfilled, the site received a point. The number of points was
divided by e total possible points and multiplied by one hundred. This gave a percentage
rating. If the site fulfilled €25% it received one star, B®% it received two stars, §5% it

received three stars, and-Z80% it received four stars.

3.4 Findings andResults

In order to assess the overall vibrancy of a site, we conducted interviews to measure
userso6é or potenti al userso6é perceptions of the
guality, and design and maintenaniceaddition, we conducted site observations to observe the
level of each of the four characteristics and popularity. We then rated each site according to the
criteria outlined iMppendk B and Appendix C In the following anafsis we examia what
featurep | ayed i mportant r ordtiegofeach of ihese fouecharacterigticst h e s
In addition, we examined whether each of these four characteristics predicted the popularity of

the site.

3.4.1Accessibiliy

In orde to assess the accessibility of a site, we conducted user interviews to measure
userso6 perceptions of the accessibility of +th
the level of accessibility. In particular we observed the presence ofosiqaelic

transportation and signage.

According to our rating system, theerageating for the accessibilitgf the sitesvas
two stars. We found that most sites had at least one form of public transportation within walking
distane (400 meters). We found that buses were the most prominent form of public

transportation within walking distance, as 98% of the sites were accessible within walking
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distance via a bus. Ferries provided the secoast available form of transportationtiain

walking distance, as 50% of all sites were accessible within walking distance from @iderry
Additionally, we found that sites were accessible by MTR and Tram approximately 33% of the
time. Looking at the specific sites, we found that sgh@tes, especially beaches, were

particularly difficult to access through public transportation and they were: Approach Beach, Lei
Yue Mun Rest Garden, Lido Beach, Tai Wan Shan Park Promenade, Ting Kau Playground and

Beach.

From our observations, weund that most sites needed more signage from the public
transportation to the site, as only 19% of the sites wamrkedfrom the public transportation
stop by directional sigage While many of the sites lacked signage from public transpmmutat
sites, we did find several that had good signage and they were: Central FerfjuBarm of
Coastal Defensé¢he venues ifsim Sha Tsui, anthe venues iffsing Yi. Thus, while public
transportation within walking distance is relatively availablenost sites (e.g., by bus), there is

a lack of signage from the public transportation to the sites.

3.4.2Connectivity

In order to assess the connectivity of a site, we conducted user interviews to measure
userso6 percepti ons o ihdweboaduded site @ésetvations tb ghseové t h e
the level of connectivity. In particular we obged connections within the site, to the water, and
from nearby destinations and transportation. In addition, we observpred@nce of four types
ofsignstht. i ncrease a siteds connectivity: a site
available facilities, and directional signage to nearby destinations and transport.

From our interviews, we found that although most people found it easy to get it the s

one partigpant said that roads made it difficult to reach the site.
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According to our rating systerthe averageating for theconnectivityof the sitesvas
two stars. From our observations, weriduthat most sites were not wethnnected within the
site, to the water, and to nearby destinations and transportation. Overall, we found that 19% of
the sites had a continuous harbénant, such that it connected people to other sites (including
the water) along the harbour front. In addition, we found that 27% of the sites had the means and
facilities for berthing to help connect people to the water.

One major component of connectivity are signs leading people to areas within a site, to
the waterand to nearby destinations. Overall, we found that 83% of the sitesgdgadns
indicating what the site was, and 46% of the sitesshadiayoutmaps to direct visitors within
the site. Looking specifically at directional signage, we found 88#te sites had directional
signage to available facilities to help connect areas the within the site, and that 30% of the sites
had directional signage to nearby destinations and transport. Thus, while many of the sites had
signs that identified the sitthere is a lack of directional signage within sites and to nearby
destinations and transportation.

From our observations, we also identified features that prevented connectivity within the
site, to the water, and to nearby destinations and transportat/e found that walls and fences
that mark boundaries of a site often made it difficult to see and reach the destination. We found
that roads tended to separate the different sites and this lead to increases in disconnections
between sites. In additipwe found that temporary or vacant lots, construction, and cargo
loading areas also contributed to disconnections within sites, to the water, and to nearby

destinations and transportation.

Looking at the specific sites, we found that several sites, edlydmeaches and sport

centers, were particularly disconnected within the site, to the water, and to nearby destinations
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and transportation. In particular, we found that 10% of the sportsiésdiléd directional

signage to nearby destinations guuiblc transportation. While many of the sites lacked
connectivity within the site, to the water, and to nearby destinations and transportation, we did
find several that were well connected and had good directional signage they watage IMun
WaterfrontSitting-Out Area, the venues withidfsim Sha TsuandTsing Yi, and Tsuen Wan

Park.

3.4.3Quality

I n order to assess the quality of a site,
perceptions of the quality of the site, and we conducted site obses/aiiobserve the level of
quality. In particular we evaluated the ability of the site to provide people with activities to do
andto encouragpeople staytthe site. To evaluathis, we looked at a) special features (e.g.,
harbour views and histical monuments), b) facilities (e.g., parks, promenades, soccer pitch,
playground, basketball court), c) food and beverage (e.g., kiosks, restaurants, vending machines),
d) amenities (e.qg., toilets, lighting, information kiosks, ®i&i/public telephae), e) allowed
activities (e.g., fishing, dog walking, swimming, biking, and ball games), and d) seating (e.g.,

whether seating existed and whether it was shaded).

From our interviews, we fourtthat 47% of participants wanted more shaded seating or
trees added to the site. In addition, we found that 29% of participants came to theesitedise

or wanted more facilities at the site.

According to our rating systertheaverageating for thequality of the sites watsvo
stars. From our observations, we found 47% of the sites had special features, 79% had at least

one allowed activity, 63% of the sites had some sort of food and beverage available, 58% of the
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sites had at least one type of amenity, 95% loamecof the facilities, and all of the sites had
seating.

From our observations, we also identified specific features that may influence the quality
of the sites. For instance, while all of the sites are along the hdrbatironly 71% of them
providevisitors with a view of the harbour. In addition while all of the sites have seating, only
88% are shaded and only 71% are oriented to the water giving a harbour view. While 63% of the
sites had food or beverage, only 33% have food. In addition, wiited®%he sites have at least
one of the facilities listed, only 46% have more than one fatiiprovide a wide range of

activities

Looking at the specific sites, we fouseveral sites that had lower quality than others,
and these included:Heéung Fai Promenade, Hoi Bun,i dMae Mun Typhoon Shelter Breakwater
Sitting-out Area,andWan ChaiTemporaryPromenaden particular, we found that none of
these sites had food and only one of them had beverages. In addition, none of them had more
thanone of the listed facilities and only one had toilets. Although some of the sites had lower
guality, we did find several that ranked particularly high in terms of quality: Aldrich Bay,
Belcher Bay, HoSham Park, Quarry BagndTsuen Wan Park. Unlike th@oor quality sites, all
of these sites have toilets and food or beverage. In addition, all of these sites have more than one

of the listed facilities.

3.4.4Design and Maintenance

In order to assess the overall design and maintenance of a site, we condercted us
interviews to measure userso6 perceptions of t
conducted site observations to observe the level of design and maintenance. The design and

maintenance of the site was determined by evaluatmgaesthetiglly pleasing the site was.
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More specifically, we evaluated the design and maintenance of the site by evaluating it on
several features: a) how well it wasintained (e.g., damage, rust), b) how clean the site was
(e.g., presence otibbishand recycling bins and overall level of cleanliness), and c) how well

landscaped the area wagy(ggreenery, artwork, fencing).

According to our rating systertheaverageating for thedesign and maintenance of the
siteswasthreestars. From our observations, we found 72% of the sites werenagitained,
70% were clean, and all of the sites haghadorm of greenery (trees, shrub, flowers, or grass).
We also identified specific features that may influence the design and maintenance of the sites.
For example, while all of the sites had greenery, 68% had no-lbhlaiience or barbed wire
fence. Whie 72% of the sites were wethaintained, 67% had no broken or closed amenities and
facilities. From our interviews, we found thd5% of participants wanted to see less pollution

and 5% of participants wanted more trees at the site.

Looking at the spetfic sites, we found that several sites that had lower design and
maintenance than others, and these included: Sai Wan Ho Harbour Park, HRo&i8itting-
out Area, Ting Kau Beach and Playground, Kennedy Town Temporary Recreation Guoagind,
West KowloonWaterfront Promenade. In particular, we found thabfhese sites had chipped
paint and damaged floors or walls, and 71% have broken facilities. In addition, these sites lack
landscaping features as none of them have sculptures, water fountaimesmed areas. In
addition, only 33% have greenery. Although some of the sites had lower maintenance and
design, we found several that ranked particularly high in terms of design and maintenance and
they were: Lei Yue Mun Sports Centre, Quarry Bay Pesken Wan Park and Riviera Park,
Belcher Bay Park, Hoi Sham Park, Tsing Yi Promenadd Tsim Shau Tsui Promenade. In

particular, none of these sites had broken facilities or amenities, dead plants, or damage. In
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addition, 86% had trees and all of theadlsome form of greeneriyées,shrubberyflowers,

grass). All of these sites had at least nurgbishand recycling bin and no trash on the ground.

3.4.5Popularity

In addition we wanted to see if the four characteristics predicted the popafahity
sites. To conduct this analysis we looked at the correlation between the popularity rating and the
rating of each of the four characteristics. We found that each characteristic predicted the
popularity of the site. For accessibility, we found tigs rated higher in accessibility were also
more populary = .32,p = .03. For connectivity, we found that sites rated higher in connectivity
were also more popular=.30,p = .05. For quality, we found that sites rated higher in quality
were also mie populary = .58,p = .00. For design and maintenance, we found that sites rated

higher in design and maintenance were also more popwaB6,p = .02.
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4. Discussion

The goal of our study was to identify ways in which the waterftantimprove to
become a genuinely vibrant and wedled area. Specifically, we examined 48 sites along
Victoria Harbour owned and operated by the Leisure and Cultural Services Department.(LCSD)
For our examinations, we conducted interviews and madelsgrvations to assess each
location on its level of accessibility, connectivity, quality, and design and maintenance. In
addition, we evaluated the popularity of each site. We found that the overall accessibility of the
sites scored two stars; the contgty scored two stars; the quality scored two stars; and the
design and maintenance scored three stars. Furthermore, we found that each of these

characteristics predicted the popularity of the @iee popular sites had higher ratings)

4.1 Accessibiliy

Since most sites were accessible from some form of public transportation and only 19%
had signage, we recommend that a standard sign is added between the transpéraddine
site to guide visitors to the location. In particular, we recommendidpas directing visitors to
the waterfront are added at bus stops, as 98% of the LCSD sites are accedsidelnia
addition, we recommend that signs are added inside MTR stations to guide visitors to the
appropriate exit in order to reach a particside. One example where this type of sign is used is
in the TST MTR station where three of the LCSD locations are clearly marked in the exit sign
On the other hand, the MTR station nearby West Kowloon Waterfront Promenade dosenot
signs inside the statiatirecting visitors towards the promenade. This made it difficult to find the
promenade although there was signage outside the correct MTRIthaugh the MTR reaches
many districts of Hong Kong, only 33% of the sites iarwalking distance of an MTR exit.
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Thus, we recommend that in the future, MTR stops are added closer to the waterfront. In
addition, we suggest that shuttle buses or more-uisiroutes are added between the waterfront
and MTR stations to make the wetont more accessible to the general public and integrated in
their daily lives. To promote the use of these shuttle buses, we recommend that they are labeled
with their own route name, specific to the destinatian, (harbourbus).In addition, we sugest

that the MTR stations have signs directing visitors towards these buses and that the routes are

published in map guides (i.e., The Hong Kong Guide).

4.2 Connectivity

Since there was an overall lack of connectivity within sites, to the water, andly nea
destinations and transportatiame recommend that unnecessary walls, fences, and other barriers
that separate adjacent sites be removed to form a continuous waterfront. In particular, Provident
Garden and Tong Shui Road Garden contain a wall segath@nwo sites. We recommend that
this wall is removed toonnecthe two sites and extend the promenade in Provident Garden into
Tong Shui Road Garden. In addition, we recommend that sites do not use fences to mark the
boundary, unless the fencesrve as a safety measure. If it is necessary to mark the boundary of
a site, we recommend trees or shrubbery are used instead of fences to delineate the area. Through
our observations, we noticed that almost all the sports centers had features thaegnobdple
from accessing the waterfront; therefore, we recommend that sports facilities add more

waterfront entrances and signage around the perimeter to ineitea@cesor potential users.

In addition we found that 19% of the sites had a cmmbius harboufront, such that it
connected people to other sites (including the water). Thus, we recommend that signage is added

between disconnected, nearby sites to increase connectivity and thdkeddrood tovisit
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nearby sites. In partitar, five LCSD sites in Wan Chai are within walking distance from one
another: Wan Chai Waterfront Promenade, Wan Chai Temporary Promenade, Wan Chai Sports
Centre, Wan Chai Swimming Pool, and Harbour Road Sports Centre and Platform. We
recommend thatigns are added between the two promenades to guide visitors to each of these
sites. In addition, past research suggested that more zebra crestrigaffic signals are

added in such areas to give pedestrians clear passages between sites onltheltaeet based

on our observations we support this recommenddbigde, Seymour, Tennant, & Truong,

2008) Past research has also recommended that an undeepassated under the Island

Eastern Cordor. Based on our observations, especially near Provident and Tong Shui road

garden, we support this recommendation.

While 50% of sieés have facilities for berthingew havewatertaxi service. We
recommend that signs are added to these berthing facilitieditate that they are for public
use. In addition, we recommend the initiation of a standardized water taxi system to better
connect sites along the waterfront. Existing berthing facilities can be used to create and support
the water taxi stops. In genular, Lei Yue Mun Typhoon Shelter Breakwater Sittog Area
has an adjacent ferry pier that during the observations was not used frequently; therefore, we
recommend that this ferry pier be considered as being a possible site for a central pier for

dodking water taxis.

4.3 Quality

Past research shows that sites that have a wide variety of facilities, amenities, and
activities tend to be rated higher in quality than sites that do not have these fi@tard©K

Planning Group, @07). Based on our findings, we found that while 67% of the sites provided
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some form of beverage, only 33 % of the sites provided some form of food senétteer it

was a kiosk, restaurant, or vending machineddition, 186 of the interviewed padipants

came to the site to eat or wanted more restaurdhésefore we recommend that more food
services be implemented throughout the sites. Since WarnT€horary Promenade is located

in a primarily tourist aregHongKong Tourism BoardPlanning Department, 2008hd had few
outdoor food vendorsye recommend that this site implement more outdoor restaurants and food
vendors. In addition, we found that 52 %pafks and promenades had toilets and 29% had

food dispensers; therefore, we recommend that these amenities be added to these sites in

particular.

Open space is a quality that past research has shown to be important to the Hong Kong
people(Harbour Business Forum, 2008asd on this, we recommend that more open spaces be
created on the waterfront wherever possithteaddition, we found that 42% of the sites have
more than one facility and that 26% support more than one of the allowed activities for.visitors
Therefore we recommend that the sites implement a variety of activities for users (e.g., allowing

dogwalking, fishing, etc).

In terms of overall seating, the users interviewed requested more benches be added to the
sites because when benches wereavailableghey used concrete or brick walls which they
reported to be more uncomfortable, especially in the winter. In addition, these users reported a
need for more shaded seating. We noticed during oeradisons that while most sites did have
some shaded seating (88% hatkast one shaded seating area), the soteduntof seating
without shade was greatran the total number of shaded seats. We also noticed that the shaded

seating was morigkely to be used at sites than the seating without shade. As a result, we
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recommend that more shaded seating be added to all waterfront sites and that shade be added to

seating that is not currently shaded.

4.4 Design and Maintenance

Overall, we found tha49% of the sites had recycling bins and 98% udndbishbins.
Given the lack of recycling bins, we recommend that mecgclingbins are added to each site.
Since fences limit both connectivity and design, we also sutgst chainlink andbarbed
wire fences be removed or changed to more aesthetically pleasing designed fences (e.g., glass
fences that allow visitors to see the water). In addition, we found that 23% of the site®tvere
aswell-maintainedasothers, and we recommeithat these sites be repaired. In terms of
|l andscaping and due to the publicdés reported
additional greenery (e.g., trees) be added to the sites especially near seating and around concrete

walls to help impove the aesthetics of these walls.

4.5 Limitations

Although we were able to draw conclusions from our data, a few factors limited our
analysis. Specificall we had a seveweek time constraint. This time constraint limited the
amount of site observations weuld conduct. While we were able to visit most sites twice, we
were not able to visit all of them at different times of the @layn different days of the week
(e.g. weekend evening, weekday evening, weekend afternoon, and weekday morning). In
addition,we were only able to visit the sites during the winter season. As a result, we were not
able to observe the effect of season on the popularity of the site (e.g. swimming pools in the

winter versus swimming pools in the summer).
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4.6 Future Research

As a result of our limitations, we suggest that future resestuch additional factors that
affect the popularity of the harbetrmont. In particular, since our study was limited by time, we
suggesthat a study assefise popularity of the harbodront sites over a longer period of a time
(e.g, in thespring summey and fal). In addition,while observing thd8 sites we noticed that
specific facilities at the site were used bytam age groups (e.gplaygrounds were used by
children). Thus, we recommend that a study

people in the surrounding area according to theiraaggender

In addition, since our studghowed that 15% of participants wanted to see less pollution,
we recommend that future research exarfactors(e.g, number of recycling bins, numbef o
trees)that may contribute to an environmentally friendly harbioont. We alsosuggest that a
studyinvestigatehe amount o€lectricitysavedby bringing people outsideCurrent research
shows that the public wants to see more promenades, parks, and open space on thidrmdrbour
and our analysis shows that more activitieprove popularity, howevercurrentresearch does
not demonstrate the economicuabf investing in more leisure developments on Victoria

Harbour. As a result, we recommend that a study asegzonomic value of this investment.
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5. Conclusion

After asessing the accessibility, connectivity, quality, and design and maintenance of the
48 sites, we found that these factors predicted the popularity of the sjteajpelar sites had
high ratings for each of these factors). Thereforemadespedfic suggestions to improve these
four factors ineach ofthe48 LCSD sitegsee Appendix G)Overall,we recommenéhcreasing
the ease of travel to the waterfront, creating more connections between Heshbur
destinations, providing more waterfrontigities, and maintaining and enhancing the aesthetic
appeal of the waterfront. Collectively, these factors may improve the waterfront and help create
a genuinely vibrant and welised aga, representative of the pride in which the Hong Kong

people have iVictoria Harbour.
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Appendix A: Sponsor Information

Designing Hong Kong, Ltd., is a ngmofit organization serving the harbour district of
Hong Kong(Desgning Hong Kong, 2008As descri bed in Designing Hc
website, its mission is to:

1. Promote the health, safety, convenience and the general, social, and economic welfare of the
community of Hong Kongtoday and in the future, through research, education, support and
awareness building;

2. ldentify ways and means of enhancing the
environment for the health, safety, convenience and welfare of residentssdors;

3. Undertake research and studies into the de
environment;

4. Educate and raise the awareness among the community on the need to protect and enhance
the living environment of Hong Kong, and the waysl means to do so;

5. Form alliances among members of the community with a common interests in protecting and
enhancing the living environment of Hong Kong;

6. Take all other lawful actions to assist the community in developing and enhancing the living
ervironment of Hong Kong;

7. Undertake any and all lawful acts and deeds which are necessary and conclusive in attaining

the objects of the Compaii@esigning Hong Kong, 2008)

There is a limited amau of land in Hong Kong, especially along the waterfront and

within the harbour districts, Designing Hong Kong, Ltd. focuses the waterfront needs to be
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25utilized in a way that maximizes the vibrancy and value of Hong Kong. Previcoisipleted
projects iclude a competition for the design of the Central Waterfront, in which winning entries
were submitted to the Gexnment for use in their urban design study, and a community rezoning
request for the central waterfront to the town planning bffdyde, Seymour, Tennant, &

Truong, 2008)

As a small, independent organization, Designing Hong Kong comprises a number of
harbour planners, activists, and leaders of think tanks. Such people have joined the four founders,
Paul Zimmerman, Christine Loh, Markus Shaw, and Peter Wong. Although the organization
contains no paid employees, it does distribute monetary funds when hiring help or funding
permits.

However, the four founders provide an expansive wealth of knowledgeliregarban
pl anning and design, i n addition to maintaini
reclamation. Christine Loh is CEO of the thitaink Civic Exchange. Markus Shaw has been
Chairman of the Worldwide Fund for Nature, Hong Kong, sinc®20@ a member of WWF's
International Board since 2005. He is also a member of the Hong Kong Government's Advisory
Council on the Environment. Paul Zimmerman is M&gairman of the Coalition on Sustainable
Tourism. Peter Wong is a Board Member of Globap&ting Initiative, and the Chairman of the
Business and Professionals Federation of Hong Kong, and a member of the Greater Pearl River
Delta Business Council and the Executive Committee of the Commission on Strategic
Development.

In addition to its diret involvement with the government, Designing Hong Kong, Ltd., is
supported by the Centre of Urban Planning and Environmental Management and the Department

of Architecture at Hong Kong University; by the Department of Architecture at the CléiGese
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University of Hong Kong; by the Harbour Business Forum; by Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour;
by the Hong Kong Sustainable Development Forum; by the Hong Kong Designers Association;
and by Citt”®™ do6éAcqua (Cities on Waofehe) . It i1 's
Urban Design Committee of the American Institute of Architédigle, Seymour, Tennant, &
Truong, 2008)

Designing Hong Kong serves the entirety of
promoting the besteas for urban planning and development. They strive towards ideas that will
i mprove the cityds tourism appeal, commerci al
includes environmental as well as economic concerns, and balancing the need fera@almm
and industrial infrastructure with the need for open space and recreational facilities.

The organization that manages the waterfront sites that we studied in our project is the
Leisure and Cultural Services Department, a branch of the Hong Konghgeerg. The LCSD
owns over 1500 recreational and cultural public sites in Hong Kong, responsible for the
maintenance and management of each venue. The LCSD gave us preliminary information about
each site before we arrived in Hong Kong, including a lisaafities and basic information
about each location. To aid us in our site visits, the LCSD provided us a letter to the mangers of
each site, informing them that we would be coming. They also gave us a pass to the Chinese
New Year os firewardles soat weESTomudnamobserve the L
event from their command post. They put in an order to the Survey and Mapping office on our
behalf to help us obtain maps of each site to mark our suggestions on. The assistant director of
the LCSD,Mr. Paul Cheung also met with us on several occasions to give us information and
background about the sites and help us to understand the rules and regulations from the

management 6s perspective. The LCSDO6siscoopera
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project has been invaluable, greatly enhancing our ability to gather information and make
recommendations for the sites.

The Harbowfront Enhancement Committee is an organization that advises the
government through the Secretary for Development omiigrabout land uses and
developments along the existing and new hadbaunt of Victoria Harbour. Their goal is
protecting the Harbour and improving the accessibility, utilization and vibrancy of the harbour
front areas, while safeguarding public enjoymef the Harbour through a balanced, effective
and public participation approa¢Harbourfront Enhancement Committee, 2008he HEC
helped provide input and advice in the desigd procedure of the project, and has provided us a
public venue in which to give our final presentation of our findings.

Hong Kong University also aided us in carrying out this project. With the help of
Professor Mee Kam Ng, we were able to work with arsity students currently enrolled in a
class about valwues in planning. The studentods
same LCSD venues as our project, however we were able to work with them in gathering data
and performing user surveys. \Were able to give them some information about the sites form
our research, while they were able to give us their local perspective as well as translate for us to
help us perform interviews with users at the sites. The aid of Professor Mee Kam Ng and the
Hong Kong university students was very valuable in helping us to perform our interviews and
gather more information about the sites.

The Harbour Business Forum is a business alliance with over 121 members whose
mission is tesee Hong Kong's harbour and haubfront areas become a genuinely vibrant,
accessible and sustainable wecldss assdHarbour Business Forum, 2008he harbour

business forum has provided us with numerous reports asiésthat have helped us to gain a
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better background and understanding of Victoria Harbour, to better know the opinions of
businesses and residents and better understand the current and future plans of the government.
This information has been very usefuldeveloping more practical suggestions for the sites that

will better serve the community.
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Appendix B: Site Ratings

To analyze our recorded data and draw comparisons and conclusions between sites, we
assigned a rating to each of the four categoaiesessibility, connectivity, quality, and design
and maintenance. Each area was assigned a set of criteria, then scored based on the percentage of
criteria that it had. The criteria definitions and scoring system are described below. A scoring
was not donéor Sun Yat Sen Memorial Park and Swimming Pool Complex, because the site is
currently completely closed for construction and our analysis of this location was based on the

future design plans.

1. General Terms: terms listed below are referred to in theesuient sections
a. Barrier: A barrier is anything that makes it difficult to access an area. (fences,
walls, closed gardens, roads, stair cases, footbridges, subways)
b. Signage: signs that assist navigation of a site and nearby destinations
c. Type of site: sitebave been categorized into the following subcategories
i. Parks and Gardens: Parks, Gardens, Sitiutcareas
il. Sports facility: Sports ground, sports centre, recreation ground, swimming
pool
iii. Promenade: promenade, pier
iv. Beach: beach
v. Playground: playground
vi. Cultural Facility: museum, cultural centre

d. Public: an area or facility which is open to all
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e. Nearby: within a walking distance of 400m for an abelied person
Aipassengers may happily walk 600m throu
MTR stations compare@ 400m of delay and discomfort through congested
street (Mahouwv Busikessd-orum, 2008)

f. Waterfrontoriented: Making use of Victoria Harbour

2. Accessibility: A measure of available facilities to enable an-bbed rson to reach

the site.
i. Public Transport Access: a MTR stop, bus stop, tram stop or ferry pier is
nearby
b. Signage:

i. Directional signs from transport to site: signs displaying the site name and
directing people from transport to site (see Figure 1 betowx{ample)

ii. Directional signs from site to transport: signs within the site directing
visitors towards a form of public transport (see Figure 2 below for
example)

3. Connectivity: a measure of how well the site connects people to the hinterland and along
thewaterfront ; and how easy it is for an abledied person to enter the site
i. At grade access a connection between the hinterland and the site that does
not have stairs

ii. Continuous waterfront: Connectivity along the waterfionb barrier

between LCSD siteral adjacent sites, creating a continuous waterfront

experience
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Sufficient Entrances: a sufficient number of entrances for a large site is 5
or more, for a medium site is 3 to 4, and for a small site, is 1 to 2.
Berthing: consists of stairs to the waterirthe shore or a pier and cleats

or bollards which enable a person to temporarily dock a boat

b. Signage:

Site Sign: a sign, not made of paper, located at the entrance of the site that
displays the full name of the site in English and Chinese (see Figure 3
below for example)

Site layout map: a map that displays the name of the site, the entire area of
the site, labels amenities and facilities in English and Chinese or using a
legend (see Figure 4 below for example)

Directional signage inside a site to dshble facilities, activities and

services (see Figure 5 below for example)

Directional signs from the site to nearby destinations (see Figure 6 for

example)

4. Quality: the ability of a site to provide people with things to do and encourage people to

stay atthe site.

a. Site Features:

Harbour view: a person is able to stand in at least one place on the grounds
of the site and see Victoria Harbour
Historical Monument: must be labeled with a specific year or years in

which the person, place, or thing existed
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Park: A site contains a park if it is labeled as a park by the LCSD or it is
nearby site labeled as a park by the LCSD
Promenade: a site contains a promenade if it is labeled promenade by the

LCSD or it is nearby a site labeled promenade by the LCSD

b. Foodand Beverage:

Restaurant/cafe: a place with a menu containing food items. It has its own
indoor seating, outdoor seating, or both. It must be on the grounds of the
site or accessible and immediately adjacent to the site from at least one
place on the site

Kiosk: a place in which at least one person sells food of any kind. It does
not have its own seating. It must be on the grounds of the site or a person
must be able to see the front of the food kiosk from at least one place on
the grounds of the site.

Dispenser: a machine that releases drinking water (also referred to as a

water fountain) or coin operated machines which offers drinks or snacks

c. Site Facilities these enable a person to engage in a specific activity

Game table: A table with any type gdme board secured to the top of the
table. (see Figure 7 below for example)

Footmassage path: a facility consisting of a path paved with rocks and a
railing on at least one side of the path. (see Figure 8 below for example)
Playground

Fitness station

Socer pitch
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vi. Basketball court
vii. Tennis court
viii. Park
ix. Promenade
d. Allowed Activities: Activities allowed at the site and for which the means to do
the activity exist at the site.
i. Fishing
ii. Dogwalking
lii.  Swimming
iv. Ball games
v. Biking
e. Amenities: facilities or structure whgrovide basic services to the users of the
site and enable people to stay at the site
i. Toilets
ii. Lighting
iii. Information kiosk
iv. WiFi
v. Public telephone
. Design/Maintenance: the measure of how well the aesthetic appeal of the site is upheld
and enhanced
a. Well maintained
i. No chipped paint: no chipped paint was seen on objects at time of visit

ii. No rusting: no rust was seen on objects at time of visit
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iii. No broken or closed amenities: no amenities were broken or closed at time
of visit; site r ecaentaineaseniies AN/ Ao i f
iv. No broken facilities: no facilities were broken at the time of visit; site
receives an AN/ Ao if it does not <con
v. No dead plants: no plants were dead at time of visit
vi. No damaged flooring/walls: none of the flooring or wallsre damaged at
site at time of visit
b. Clean
i. Visibly dirty: amenities, structures, walls, fences, or portions of the ground
in the site are covered in dirt or in need of cleaning
ii. Trash barrel: site has at least one trash barrel
iii. Recycling bin: site has atdst one recycling bin
c. Special design elements:
i. Colour: any colour other than black, white, grey, silver, or brown
ii. Art: a mural, sculpture, or other decorative design crafted or made by a
person to represent a person, place, or thing or to appear diffeaant
would naturally (as in a carved stone)
iii. Themed: site displays a common theme through the design of any of its
facilities, amenities, flooring, or fencing (see Figure 9 for example)
6. Rating system
a. If a site has an item, it receives a check. The tatadber of checks is then

divided by the total number of possible checks and multiplied by 100 to produce a
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percentage. The site is then rated on a scaleldfdsed on the percentage it
received.
. N/A (not applicable): items that are scored an N/A wall count towards the total

number of checks received or the number of checks possible

% of items checked out of possible
items Score
0-25% 1
26-50% 2
51-75% 3
76-100% 4
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West Kowloon
Waterfront Promenade ﬂ

\CIXr

Figure 1: Signage from transport to
destination

Figure 5: Signage to available facilities or
activities within the venue

' Figure 3: Site name sign Figure 6: Signage to nearby destinations
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