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ABSTRACT

Waterfront places have experienced a series of revitalization around the globe, from the
industrial powerhouse and gateway to the other countries, to the latest nucleus of commercial
development, public recreation and civic identity. With this transformation, waterfront places
which constitute a kind of public spaces, are suggested to integrate with the place-making
strategy that ultimately targets at fulfilling different users’ needs, in terms of ‘comfort and
image’, ‘uses and activities’, ‘sociability’ and ‘access and linkages’. In Hong Kong, the
Victoria Harbour separates Kowloon Peninsula and Hong Kong Island, which has also
experienced different stages of revitalization. While the west side of the harbour-front such as
Tsim Sha Tsui has gained lots of attempts for investigation, the east harbour-front including
Kwun Tong is seldom discussed with academic efforts. In view of it, this study aims to
examine the characteristics of Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade and users’ perceptions of

place-making strategy.

An online questionnaire survey and an onsite observation were designed to gather users’
perceptions towards the related issue, as well as to observe the practical usage of the
promenade. Various analyzing methods such as Sign test and Spearman’s rank-order
correlation from Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) were used to interpret the
collected data. It was found that, in users’ perceptions, the promenade could realize the
attributes of place-making strategy to a large extent, as well as accommodate a fair sense of
place. Thence, this study has implications to assist in exploring a successful place-making
waterfront space and promote the use of existing waterfront while planning better future ones

as well.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The waterfronts have provided unique and valuable resources carrying mixed-use
development since ancient times. Globally, places associated with the waterfront constitute
“the major nodes of the city” that had served mainly for the marine trade and industrial
activities for the earlier centuries (Shamsuddin, Latip & Sulaiman, 2008). In Hong Kong, the
harbour-front, namely Victoria Harbour, is the heart and soul centering “the region’s chief port
city and throughway for the transportation of goods for 186 years” (Tennant, et al., 2008).
More recently, the role of waterfronts becomes integrated with diverse functions in the
community, economy and environment for urban re-imagining, and so does Victoria Harbour.
It is now a nucleus of the commercial development, public recreation and civic identity. The
transformation of waterfront’s characteristics has gained more attention from many scholars,

and it has been studied for the place-making strategy as well.

Jane Jacobs, a famous journalist in the field of urban studies, advocates the user-oriented
urban development and suggests that cities should be capable of providing something for
everyone (Project for Public Spaces, 2016). The waterfront is now commonly considered as
places containing the feelings of openness and the memorable experiences for everybody who
uses them. It is a key concept in the place-making strategy that concerns “the art of making
places for people” (Sepe, 2017). It comprises a range of tangible and intangible components
that can be summarized to four attributes including access and linkages; comfort and image;
uses and activities; and sociability. Despite that the selected case study — Kwun Tong
Waterfront Promenade (KTWP) — seems to be a well-developed place-making space after the
three phases of waterfront redevelopment, there is still wondering if the promenade can fully

cater to everybody’s needs.



While the harbour-front area of Victoria Harbour separates Kowloon Peninsula and Hong
Kong Island, the Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade, where locates in the east of Kowloon, is
seldom discussed regarding the place-making strategy academically. Also, it is sometimes
criticized for the poor accessibility, whereas a comprehensive study of users’ perceptions of
the whole design and quality of the place is lacking. Given that, this study was inspired while
the observation survey and quantitative questionnaire will be used for the methodology.
Furthermore, the "Energizing Kowloon East" project includes the study site as one of the
developmental areas with the theme of place-making, the results can provide suggestions on a
place-making waterfront design that fosters the goal of diversity, which is a prevailing trend in
urban development, as well as facilitates the realization of the coming large scale

development.



1.2 Research objective

The main objective of this paper is to take Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade as the study site,
investigating the interconnection between the waterfront settings and the users’ expectations.
The study also assesses the characteristics of the place and users’ perceptions of place-making
in the waterfront public space. It is consolidated by Choi and Reeve (2015) who suggested
that one of the basic elements to integrate local identity into waterfront development and to

achieve the place-making outcomes is engaging users in the whole process.

1.3 Research questions

Accordingly, this paper strives to engage in the following research questions associated with

the conceptual framework (Figure 2):

1. To what extent can the waterfront promenade achieve four attributes of the place-making
strategy?

2. To what extent can users feel a sense of belonging to the place?

Users’

. satisfy
evaluate perceptions

Waterfront Place-making

development

.. A

demonstrate and reflect

Figure 1 Conceptual framework



1.4 Hypothesis

To help interpret the research objective of this study, six hypotheses on users’ perception

towards the place-making strategy in Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade are examined.

Hypothesis 1:  There is a positive cognitive perception of respondents towards the four
attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP, respectively.

Hypothesis 2:  Respondents’ rating towards “access and linkages” is the lowest among the
four attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP.

Hypothesis 3:  There is a positive correlation between visit frequency and users’ first
impression towards the “comfort and image” of KTWP.

Hypothesis 4:  There is a positive correlation between respondents’ overall experience and

their care towards KTWP.



CHAPTER 2:
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Overview of waterfront development and place-making strategy in the global context

Generally, waterfronts are the publicly accessible open spaces fronting of water where Halprin
(1972) interpreted should be integrated with the city area “for sake of establishing a breathing
space and relief place for the congested city” (as cited in Shi, 2013). These areas have been
discussed for centuries. It had been used as ports for shipping, storing and shipbuilding in the

industrial ages until the evolution of waterfronts occurred over time.

Tracing to the 1960s, Breen and Rigby (1994) indicated that there were pioneering to explore
the potential of urban waterfront redevelopment. With the growing interest in the phenomenon,
it was bustled in the 1970s to discuss the integrated functions of waterfront that links the
natural environment to the intervention of social impulses (Shi, 2013). At the same period, the
concept of place-making was firstly inspired by the key urban journalists, including Jane
Jacobs and William Whyte, to study people-place relationships. As interpreted by Dupre
(2019), the term widely pointing to the activities turning a “space” into a “place” by the
provision of meaning to the users is of utmost emphasis about place “planning, managing
[and] experiencing”. It can consider as the earliest inspiration for the impacts between

waterfront redevelopment and the place-making approach.

During the middle of the 1980s, the place-making strategy was boosted and mainly focused
on developing the “physical elements as an end-product” that the decision-making process
was directed towards the expert policy-makers (Strydom, Puren & Drewes, 2018). To a
certain extent, this concentration echoed the extension of the idea — waterfront revitalization —
to the mindset of local, regional, national and international governments and developers.

Towards the 2000s, the pace and scale of waterfront evolution have continued to grow while



its objectives cover more aspects like the community needs’ satisfaction and “public realm [to
strengthen] the sense of place” (Ragheb, 2017). Shi (2013) continued that waterfront places
were capable to “provide opportunities for individuals and collectives to create connections”
which further contributed to emotional attachment and ultimately a sense of belonging. It
responded to the shift in the decision-making process of place-making strategy which
Schneekloth and Shibley (2000) revealed that other interested parties, except the formal

authorities, were found necessary in the participation regarding “the making of places”.

Recently, the intention of place-making strategy transforms from ‘“the creation of a social
setting through physical intervention” to “the relationship of site-users with their natural
setting” (Strydom, Puren, & Drewes, 2018). It pays particular attention to “the physical,
cultural and social identities” that facilitates the involvement of varied usage of the place,
instead of just improving urban landscape (Project for Public Spaces, 2016). Taking that into
consideration, the Project for Public Spaces summarizes four attributes of place-making
strategy to facilitate the understanding of this multidisciplinary idea and the evaluation of a
successful place (see Figure 1). To take a closer look, the attributes consist of “access and
linkages” concerning how the place is physically and visually accessible and how it can be
connected to the surroundings; “comfort and image” referring to the viewpoints of safety,
cleanliness and the availability of seats that project a positive image of the place; “uses and
activities” meaning how the basic building blocks stimulate activities throughout the day for
people with all ages and backgrounds; and “sociability” relating to the social bonding
encouraging informal and social encounters, and the sense of attachment generated by the
place (Project for Public Spaces, 2016). When the attributes achieve, the place-making
outcomes are likely to prompt a unique and irreplaceable identity of the place. For example,
the Singapore River Waterfront, under the place-making strategy to demonstrate the local

cultures and histories, markets the city as a global city.



ACCESS & COMFORT
LINKAGES

|
\
Figure 2 Four attributes of place-making strategy. (Source: Project for Public Spaces, 2016)
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2.2 Hong Kong waterfront (harbour-front) development

Separating Kowloon Peninsula and Hong Kong Island, the waterfront places along Victoria
Harbour have served as a crucial role reinforcing the international trade and financial centre
of Hong Kong. For the transformation of the harbour-front landscapes, Tennant, et al. (2008)
depicted that the fishing harbour with very few constructions was replaced by the commercial
centre after the reclamation scheme for responding the rapid population and economic growth
since 1868. According to the record from Cheung and Tang (2015), the significance in the
regeneration of Victoria Harbour shifted from enhancing social order and colonial image to

seeking the potential of developing public spaces over the 19" century to the 21% century.
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However, the reclamation projects in pre-2000 were argued about the intense concentration on
the economic benefits and thus, the harbour-front revitalization has been diverse and thorough
under a series of policies and strategies formulated by the government in recent years (Shi,
2013). The Harbour-front Enhancement Projects has been launched since 2006 to provide
guidelines and frameworks for the balance between development and conservation of Victoria
Harbour. While the west side of the harbour-front places including Tsim Shan Tsui, Central
and Wan Chai has been developed for a long period of time, it turns to the east side including
Kwun Tong and Kai Tak for urban renewal from the past decade. With that, the Energizing
Kowloon East project implemented in 2012 concerning the themes “place-making, land-water
interface, connectivity and green urban design” ultimately aims at achieving another premier

CBD of Hong Kong (Development Bureau, 2014).

2.3 Revealing the research gap

As a relatively new waterfront redevelopment project, there is less academic discussion
themed on the east side of Victoria Harbour, whereas the studies regarding the inner
harbour-front places have frequently found. Investigating Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade
contributes to a pertinent case for the complete analysis of Hong Kong harbour-front. On the
other hand, most of the research exploring waterfront users’ perceptions target at the
accessibility of diverse users which Israeli (2002) highlighted that it is a primary component
to make a place for everybody. Nevertheless, it is only one of the attributes of the
place-making strategy and little research has been performed to examine the impacts of the
entire place-making on users. To fill the gap, an exhaustive analysis of the place-making
strategy together with users’ perceptions can help the realization of a successful place-making

outcome, as well as the latest urban renewal project.



CHAPTER 3:
METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research method and design

To investigate a place, the Project for Public Spaces advises that people “should learn about
how the space actually is used, rather than how people think it is used” (Shi, 2013). In
affirmation to it, this study used a quantitative approach, backing up by onsite observation and
online questionnaire survey, in order to understand how KTWP is used, as well as how users
perceive such place and the development around regarding the four attributes of place-making
strategy. The record form of onsite observation (attached in Appendix A) was designed on the
basis of the literature published by the Project for Public Spaces, in which the questions for
considering the four attributes of place-making strategy were applied to help to observe the
actual usage of KTWP. It mainly aimed to investigate the characteristics of the waterfront
promenade by observing the types of people visiting there, as well as the types of activities
and the frequency of activities being repeated. To a certain extent, it can preliminarily reflect

user’s perceptions regarding the waterfront public space.

Apart from that, the online questionnaire survey (attached in Appendix B) was also designed
referring to the literature published by the Project for Public Spaces and was delivered
through online platforms and the announcement page on the school portal for respondents to
complete it themselves. The purpose of this questionnaire was to examine the profile of
respondents, their behavioral patterns and their cognitive perceptions towards the four
attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP. There was a total of 20 questions, and which
were divided into six parts. Part I aimed to collect the background information regarding the
visit and demographic characteristics of each respondent, including age and residential district.
Part II to V asked about respondents’ perception towards the four attributes of place-making

strategy, namely comfort and image, uses and activities, sociability, and access and linkages



respectively, as well as their behavioral patterns including visit frequency, preferred visiting
time, modes of travel and preference to bring partners to KTWP. For each of the last question
in part II to V, respondents needed to rate the level of agreement or satisfaction to the
statements or descriptions of KTWP with the five-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly
disagree” or “strongly dissatisfied” to “strongly agree” or “strongly satisfied”, where rating 1
as “strongly disagree” or “strongly dissatisfied” while rating 5 as “strongly agree” or
“strongly satisfied”. Finally, respondents were asked to rate the overall experience and their
care towards KTWP from 1 to 10 in part VI, where 1 is the lowest rating while 10 is the

highest rating.

3.2 Data collection

The onsite observation was conducted in late January. The observational data was
documented in the record form by walking along the study site and was adopted to record the
physical settings and actual usage of the promenade. By the end of the data collection phase,
there were 100 respondents completing the questionnaire survey. After excluding 15 invalid
questionnaires that the respondents had never visited KTWP, a total of 85 respondents

answered in this questionnaire and could be used for data analysis at last.

3.3 Data analysis

After collecting data from the onsite observation and online questionnaire survey, the
analyzing tool of Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to generate
descriptive statistics like frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviation, and to
prepare tables and graphs for further investigating the general perception of the respondents.
Moreover, Cronbach’s Alpha, Sign test and Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficient
were employed for hypothesis testing. Besides, the observational data was mainly utilized as

evidence in discussing the results of this study.
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CHAPTER 4:
RESULTS

4.1 Descriptive statistics

4.1.1 Demographic characteristics

In this study, according to Figure 3, there were 100 respondents who had completed the
questionnaire, in which 15 of them were invalid that those respondents had never visited to
KTWP before. Thus, a sample of n = 85 respondents, and 83 of them demographically
representative of Hong Kong resident while 2 of them demographically representative of

domestic workers, were surveyed.

Figure 3 Visit of respondents to KWTP

The demographic characteristics of the valid respondents are presented in Table 1. It is clearly
shown that the majority of the respondents was ranging from 16 — 25 years old with 48.2%,
followed by 26 — 35 years old and 36 — 45 years old with 16.5% respectively, while only 2.4%
of the respondents aged between 56 — 65. Besides, most of the respondents were resided in
Kowloon district, including Sham Shui Po (17.7%), Kowloon City (3.6%), Kwun Tong

(22.3%), Wong Tai Sin (15.3%) and Yau Tsim Mong (2.4%).

11



Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the respondents

Item Status Frequency Percentage (%o)
Age =15 3 35
16-25 41 482
26-35 14 16.5
36-45 14 16.5
4655 8 9.4
56-65 2 24
66 3 35
Toral 85 100.0
Residential district | Hong Kong Island | Central and Western 3* 35
Eastern 2 23
Southern 0 0.0
Wan Chai 0 0.0
Eowloon district Sham Shui Po 15 17.7
Kowloon City 3 3.6
Ewun Tong 19 223
Wong Tai Sin 13 153
Yau Tsim Mong 2 24
New Territories Islands 0 0.0
Kwai Tsing 3 35
North 4 4.7
Sai Kung 5 59
Sha Tin & 71
Tai Po 2 23
Tsuen Wan 4 47
Tuen Mun 3 35
Yuen Long 1 12
Total 83 100.0

* 2 domestic workers included

12




4.1.2 About comfort and image

Table 2 shows the affective perceptions of respondents’ first impression towards the comfort
and image of KTWP. Respondents were asked to recall their first experience in the promenade
and to rate the affective descriptions. Generally speaking, most of the respondents rated
approximately 4 out of 5 (overall mean is 3.82) meaning agree that they felt attractive, clean,

comfortable, lively, relaxing and safe when they first came to KTWP.

Table 2 Affective perceptions of respondents’ first impression towards the comfort and image of KTWP

Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Neutral Agree Standard
Disagree Agree Total Mean
(2) 3) 4) Deviation
(1 ®)
I felt ... when I first came to KTWP.
Attractive 0 1 28 42 14 85 3.81 0.715
(0.0) (1.2) (32.9) (49.4) (16.5) (100)
Clean 0 4 19 46 16 85 3.87 0.768
(0.0) 4.7) (22.4) (54.1) (18.8) (100)
Comfortable 0 3 19 44 19 85 3.93 0.768
(0.0) (3.9 (22.4) (51.7) (22.4) (100)
Lively 0 5 30 39 11 85 3.66 0.780
(0.0) (5.9 (35.3) (45.9) (12.9) (100)
Relaxing 0 3 22 40 20 85 391 0.796
(0.0) (3.5) (25.9) (47.1) (23.9) (100)
Safe 1 3 31 34 16 85 3.72 0.854
(1.2) (3.9 (36.5) (40.0) (18.8) (100)
Overall mean: 3.82

Note: The number in brackets denotes the percentage (%).

13



Respondents’ perceptions towards the most representative feature of KTWP is set out in Table
3. Nearly half of the respondents perceive the seaside boardwalk as the most representative
feature of the promenade, followed by 23.5% of sunset view and 14.1% of amenity lawn for
picnicking. When the respondents were asked about their photo-taking intention in KTWP
which is shown in Figure 4, almost 70% of them would do so while 30.59% of them would

not.

Table 3 Perceptions of respondents towards the most representative feature of KTWP

Item Frequency Percentage (%)
Amenity lawn for picnicking 12 14.1
Diverse play equipment 4 4.7
Seaside boardwalk 40 471
Sunset view 20 235
Unique architectures 6 7.1

Day and night view of Victoria Harbour 3 35

Total 85 100.0

Figure 4 Photo-taking intention of respondents in KTWP
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Results showing the cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the comfort and image in
KTWP are demonstrated in Table 4. For the overall result of this attribute of place-making
strategy, it generally obtains a mean score ranging from m = 3.66 to m = 3.93 regarding the
related descriptions. With it, they agreed that they could find a seat easily and have a choice of

places to sit, and they felt safe, clean and comfortable when they came to KTWP.

Table 4 Cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the comfort and image of KTWP

Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Neutral  Agree Standard
Disagree Agree Total Mean
2) 3) ) Deviation
(1) (3
I can find a seat
0 1 28 42 14 85
easily, either in the 3.81 0.715
(0.0) (1.2) (32.9) (49.4) (16.5) (100)
sun or shade.
I can have a choice 0 4 19 46 16 85
3.87 0.768
of places to sit. (0.0) “4.7) (22.4) (54.1) (18.8) (100)
I feel safe from 0 3 19 44 19 85
3.93 0.768
crime and injures. (0.0) (3.5) (22.4) (51.7) (22.4) (100)
I think that it is
0 5 30 39 11 85
clean and free of 3.66 0.780
(0.0) (5.9) (35.3) (45.9) (12.9) (100)
litter.
Overall, I feel
0 3 22 40 20 85
comfortable when I 3.91 0.796
(0.0) (3.5) (25.9) (47.1) (23.5) (100)
come here.

Note: The number in brackets denotes the percentage (%).

15



4.1.3 About uses and activities

Figure 5 show the finding of respondents’ visit frequency to KTWP. In general, half of them
expressed that they would visit KTWP once to three times a year while none of them would
visit there every day. The rest of the respondents with 21.18%, 14.12%, 8.24% and 5.88%
would visit there anytime if available, once to three times a month, once to twice a week and

at least three times a week respectively.

5.88%

M Every day

At least three times a week
M Once to twice a week
¥ Once to three times a month
M Once to three times a year
M Anytime if it is available

Figure 5 Visit frequency of respondents to KTWP

Figure 6a and 6b present the preferred time of respondents to visit KTWP. More than half of
the respondents (54.12%) would prefer to visit KTWP on weekdays while 32.94% and 12.94%
of them would prefer on weekends and specific holidays respectively. Also, the majority of
respondents who accounted for 38.82% would prefer to visit KTWP either in the afternoon or
evening while 17.65% and 4.71% of them would prefer to visit at night and in the morning

respectively.

16



Figure 6a Figure 6b

In the morning
4
4.71%

On specific holidays
11
12.94%

17.65%

On weekends
28
32.94%

38.82%

54.12%

38.82%

Figure 6a&b Preferred time of respondents visiting KTWP

Result of the activities took place by the respondents in KTWP is displayed in Table 5. Since
respondents may do different things in the promenade, they could choose at most 5 options in
this question. As can be seen, chatting, strolling, enjoying sunset, taking pictures and enjoying

the view of Victoria Harbour were the five most frequently chosen activities to take place in

KTWP.

Table 5 Activities of respondents in KTWP

Activities Frequency Percentage (%)
Attending specific activities 7 2.8
Chatting 54 21.2
Cycling 4 1.6
Picnicking 25 9.8
Enjoying the view of Victoria Harbour 30 11.8
Reading 3 1.2
Playing skateboard or scooter 1 04
Strolling 51 20.1
Enjoying sunset 35 13.8
Taking pictures 35 13.8
Working out 9 35
Total 254 100.0

Note: Respondents can choose at most 5 options.

17



Finding of the facility usage in KTWP according to respondents is presented in Table 6. As
the respondents may use various facilities in the promenade, they were asked to choose all
that apply. Most of the respondents have used the seaside boardwalk (19.6%), toilet (13.4%)

and amenity lawn (11.5%) while only 1 % of them have used the elderly fitness corner.

Table 6 Facility usage in KTWP according to respondents

Facilities Frequency Percentage (%)
Amenity lawn 47 11.5
Children’s play area 17 4.2
Elderly fitness corner 4 1.0
Fitness station 9 2.2
Fly the Flyover space 19 4.6
Light refreshment kiosk 8 2.0
Multi-purpose plaza 9 2.2
Performance area 11 2.7
PV shelter 20 49
Seaside boardwalk 80 19.6
Restaurant 9 22
Sensory garden 16 3.9
Special tower landmark 28 6.8
Spectator stand 30 7.3
Viewing pavilion 26 6.4
Waterfront tree walk 21 5.1
Toilet 55 134
Total 409 100.0

Note: Respondents can choose all that apply.

18



The result of the cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the uses and activities of
KTWP is indicated in Table 7. For the variety of facilities, diversity of activities and the
perception of enhancing cultural vibrancy and leisure opportunity in KTWP, it obtains a mean
score of approximately 4 out of 5, meaning respondents were satisfied with that. For the
practicality of facilities, it obtained a mean score of approximately 3, meaning respondents

were neutral with that.

Table 7 Cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the uses and activities of KTWP

Strongly Strongly
Dissatisfied Neutral  Satisfied Standard
Dissatisfied Satisfied  Totfal Mean
2) 3) “@) Deviation
(1) Q)]
1 6 28 41 9 85
Variety of facilities 3.60 0.819
(1.2) (7.1) (32.9) (48.2) (10.6) (100)
Practicality of 0 8 33 38 6 85
3.49 0.766
facilities (0.0) (9.4) (38.8) (44.7) (7.1) (100)
Diversity of activities 0 7 20 45 12 85
3.75 0.815
took place here (0.0) (8.3) (23.5) (52.9) (15.3) (100)
Enhancing cultural
0 5 18 48 13 85
vibrancy and leisure 3.84 0.769
(0.0) (5.9) (21.1) (56.5) (16.5) (100)

opportunities

Note: The number in brackets denotes the percentage (%).
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4.1.4 About sociability

Figure 7 presents the finding of the most frequent partner visiting KTWP with respondents.
More than half of the respondents (51.76%) expressed to visit KTWP with friends while 21.18%
and 15.29% of them would visit alone and with couple respectively. The rest of the

respondents would visit with children, parents and brothers / sisters.

ES)

S0

Number of respondents

1
1.18%

Alone Couple Friends Parents Children Brothers /
Sisters

Figure 7 The most frequent partner visiting KTWP with respondents

Figure 8 shows the intention of respondents to meet family or friends at KTWP. About 80% of

the respondents would meet family or friends at KTWP while about 20% of them would not.

Figure 8 Intention of respondents meeting family or friends at KTWP
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Figure 9 demonstrates the result of whether the respondents had memorable experiences in
KTWP. About 70% of the respondents indicated that they did not experience memorably in

KTWP while about 30% of them did have memorable experiences there.

Figure 9 Memorable experiences of respondents in KTWP

The finding of the cognitive perception of respondents towards the sociability of KTWP is
demonstrated in Table 8. The mean score of the statement ‘I always feel joyful to be with

family or friends at KTWP’ is 3.75, suggesting that most of the respondents agreed with that.

Table 8 Cognitive perception of respondents towards the sociability of KTWP

Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Neutral  Agree Standard
Disagree Agree Total Mean
(2) 3) (€)] Deviation
1) 5)
I always feel joyful
2 4 26 34 19 85
to be with family or 3.75 0.937
(2.4) (4.7) (30.6) (40.0) (22.3) (100)

friends at KTWP.

Note: The number in brackets denotes the percentage (%).
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4.1.5 About access and linkages

Table 9 presents respondents’ modes of travel to KTWP. More than half of the respondents

(54.3%) would take public transportation to KTWP while 34% and 11.7% of them would

walk and drive the private vehicle to there respectively. None of the respondents would ride

the bicycle to the promenade.

Table 9 Respondents’ modes of travel to KTWP

Modes of travel Frequency Percentage (%)
Public transportation 56 54.3
Bicycle 0 0.0
Private vehicle 12 11.7
Walk 35 34.0
Total 103 100.0

Note: Respondents can choose all that apply.

Figure 10 shows the perception of respondents regarding the sufficiency of parking spaces in

KTWP. Almost 70 % of the respondents who mostly drive private vehicle to KTWP thought

that the parking spaces were not sufficient while about 30% of them thought oppositely.

Figure 10 Perception of respondents regarding the sufficiency of parking spaces in KTWP
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Figure 11 demonstrates the result of the approximate time of respondents taking from their
origin to KTWP. Most of the respondents (43.53%) would take 15 — 30 minutes travelling
time while least of them (5.88%) would take more than 1 hour to go to KTWP. The rest of
them with 24.71%, 18.82% and 7.06% would take 30 — 45 minutes, 45 minutes to 1 hour and

less than 15 minutes to KTWP respectively.

40

Number of respondents

Lessthan 15 15 - 30 minutes 30 - 45 minutes 45 minutes - more than 1 hour
minutes 1 hour

Figure 11 Approximate time of respondents taking from their origin to KTWP

The result of cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the access and linkages of KTWP
is set out in Table 10. The overall mean score of the four descriptions towards this attribute is
ranging from m = 3.05 to m = 3.33, meaning that most of the respondents were neutral with
that. Notably, some respondents expressed that they were strongly dissatisfied or dissatisfied
with the four descriptions, which had not existed in the previous results regarding the

cognitive perceptions towards the other attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP.
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Table 10 Cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the access and linkages of KTWP

Strongly Strongly
Dissatisfied Neutral  Satisfied Standard
Dissatisfied Satisfied  Toral Mean
2 3) (C))] Deviation
1 O]
Variety of
transportation 3 19 31 24 8 85
3.18 1.002
options to reach (3.5) (22.4) (36.5) (28.2) (9.4) (100)
KTWP
Number of
sidewalks lead to 0 15 36 27 6 85
3.31 0.859
and from the (0.0) (17.6) (42.4) (31.8) (8.2) (100)
adjacent areas
Safety of sidewalks
3 10 34 32 6 85
lead to and from 3.33 0.905
(3.5) (11.8) (40.0) (37.6) (7.1) (100)
the adjacent areas
Accessibility for
people with 5 19 34 21 6 85
3.05 0.999
disabilities and (5.8) (22.4) (40.0) (24.7) (7.1) (100)

other special needs

Note: The number in brackets denotes the percentage (%).

4.1.6 About sense of belonging to KTWP

Referring to Table 11, respondents’ overall experience in KTWP has a mean score of
approximately 7 out of 10, meaning that most of the respondents had a good experience in the
promenade. For the descriptions measuring sense of belonging, ‘feeling sad if KTWP is
damaged’ has a higher mean score (m = 7.32) than that of ‘proud of the construction of

KTWP’ (m = 5.74).

Table 11 Cognitive perceptions of respondents towards the sense of belonging to KTWP

Standard
Mean Mode Median
Deviation
Proud of the construction of KTWP 5.74 7 6 2.128
Feeling sad if KTWP is damaged 7.32 10 8 2.336
Overall experience in KTWP 7.41 8 8 1.339

Note: Respondents rated for the statements with the range of 1 — 10.
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4.2 Hypothesis testing

The analyzing methods applied in testing the hypotheses consist of Cronbach’s Alpha,

Histogram, Sign Test and Spearman’s Rank-order Correlation Coefficient.

4.2.1 Cognitive perception of respondents towards the four attributes of place-making
strategy in KTWP

As the mean scores of Likert questions are used to summarize a final mean score as the
criteria of respondents’ cognitive perceptions towards each of the attribute of place-making
strategy, Cronbach’s Alpha was needed to find out the internal consistency (also called
reliability) of the Likert questions. While there was only one Likert question regarding
‘sociability’, it did not require to prove the internal consistency. Table 12, 13 and 14 present
the Cronbach’s Alpha of respondents’ cognitive perceptions towards ‘comfort and image’,
‘uses and activities’ and ‘access and linkages’ respectively. It can be seen that Cronbach’s
Alpha of the mentioned attributes is 0.851, 0.858 and 0.821 accordingly, which reveal a high
level of reliability for the Likert questions in each attribute. Thus, the mean score can be

aimed at the next phase of hypothesis testing.

Table 12 Cronbach’s Alpha of “comfort and image” of KTWP
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
an
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems M of ltems

.85 856 ]

Table 13 Cronbach’s Alpha of “uses and activities” of KTWP
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Baszed
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha [tems [ oof tems

858 858 4
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Table 14 Cronbach’s Alpha of “access and linkages” of KTWP
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems M oof ltems
821 823 4

Figure 12 presents that the majority of the respondents (n = 46) gave a mean rating of 4 and 5
(meaning agree and strongly agree) towards the cognitive perceptions of ‘comfort and image’.
Figure 13 shows that more than half of the respondents (n = 58) gave a mean rating of 4 and 5
(meaning satisfied and strongly satisfied) towards the cognitive perceptions of ‘uses and
activities’. Figure 14 demonstrates that the vast majority of the respondents (n = 53) gave a
mean rating of 4 and 5 (meaning agree and strongly agree) towards the cognitive perceptions
of ‘sociability’. Figure 15 displays that most of the respondents (n = 44) gave a mean rating of
3 (meaning neutral) while the second most of them (n = 26) gave a mean rating of 4 (meaning
satisfied) towards the cognitive perceptions of ‘access and linkages’. In short, a large number
of respondents agreed or satisfied with the cognitive perceptions towards the four attributes.
So, this result supports Hypothesis 1 stated that there is a positive cognitive perception of
respondents towards the four attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP, respectively. It is
also responding to the first research question - to what extent can the waterfront promenade

achieve four attributes of the place-making strategy?
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Figure 12 Frequency of the mean rating regarding respondents’ cognitive perception towards “comfort
and image” of KTWP
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=85
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Figure 13 Frequency of the mean rating regarding respondents’ cognitive perception towards “uses
and activities” of KTWP
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Figure 14 Frequency of the mean rating regarding respondents’ cognitive perception towards
“sociability” of KTWP
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Figure 15 Frequency of the mean rating regarding respondents’ cognitive perception towards “access
and linkages” of KTWP
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4.2.2 Difference of respondents’ cognitive perception between “access and linkages” and the
other three attributes of KTWP

To understand the difference of respondents’ cognitive perception between ‘“access and
linkages” and the other three attributes of KTWP, Sign Test was required to determine the
median differences between paired data, and the results are shown in Table 15a and 15b.
Respondents’ cognitive perception towards ‘comfort and image’ elicited a statistically
significant greater median compared to that of ‘access and linkages’, p = .009. For the
cognitive perception of respondents towards ‘uses and activities’, it elicited a statistically
significant greater median compared to that of ‘access and linkages’, p = .000. For the
cognitive perception of respondents towards ‘sociability’, it elicited a statistically significant
greater median compared to that of ‘access and linkages’, p = .000. In sum, this result
reinforces Hypothesis 2 — respondents’ rating towards “access and linkages” is the lowest
among the four attributes of place-making strategy in KTWP.

Table 15a&b Result of Sign Test between “access and linkages” and the other three attributes of

place-making strategy in KTWP

Frequencies

Comfort & Image - Megative Differences™® ™2 12
Access & Linkages - . beh
Fositive Differences™" a0
Tieg®F 43
Total 85
Uses & Activities - Access  Megative Differences® ™9 E]
& Linkages " - b.e.h
Positive Differences™ =" 43
Ties® " kK]
Total 85
Sociability- Access & Megative Differences® %9 11
Linkages
. Fositive Differences® =" a7
Ties® ™ ki
Total 85

a. Comfort & Image < Access & Linkages

h. Comfort & Image = Access & Linkages

c. Comfort & Image = Access & Linkages

d. Uses & Activities < Access & Linkages

Test Statistics®

Comfort & Uses &

e. lses & Activities = Access & Linkages Image - Activities - Sociahility -

L X Access & Access & Access &
f. Uses & Activities = Access & Linkages Linkages Linkages Linkagss
g. Sociability = Access & Linkages 7 2623 4576 3608
h. Sociability = Access & Linkages Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 009 000 000
i. Sociahility= Access & Linkages a. Sign Test

Table 15a Table 15b

29



4.2.3 Correlation between visit frequency and users’ first impression towards ‘“‘comfort and
image” of KTWP

Users’ first impression towards ‘comfort and image’ of KTWP is a dependent variable that
may be affected by the independent variable referring to visit frequency. With it, Spearman’s
Correlation Coefficient was utilized to measure the strength and direction of correlation
between two variables. Before that, users’ first impression required a reliability analysis, and
which is shown in Table 16. The Cronbach’s Alpha of users’ first impression is 0.888
revealing a high level of internal consistency for the scale. Table 17 presents a Spearman’s
rank-order correlation which shows a moderately significant and positive correlation between
users’ first impression of KTWP and their visit frequency (rs = .293, p = .016). In brief, better
users’ first impression towards KTWP contributes to more frequently visit there. Therefore,
the result supports Hypothesis 3 stating that there is a positive correlation between visit

frequency and users’ first impression towards the ‘comfort and image’ of KTWP.

Table 16 Cronbach’s Alpha of first impression towards “comfort and image” of KTWP
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based

an

Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems M of ltems
.Bes Rt f

Table 17 Correlation coefficient between visit frequency and users’ first impression towards
“comfort and image” of KTWP

Correlations

How often do

First you visit
impression KTWP?
Spearman’s rho Firstimpression Correlation Coefficient 1.000 293
Sig. (2-tailed) . 016
I 67 G7
How often do you visit Correlation Coefficient 293 1.000
KTWP? . .
Sig. (2-tailed) 016
I 67 G7

* Correlation is significant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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4.2.4 Respondents’sense of belonging towards KTWP

Table 18 demonstrates a Spearman’s rank-order correlation which indicates a fairly significant
and positive correlation between respondents’ overall experience in KTWP and their pride
towards the construction of KTWP, as well as their sadness towards the damage of KTWP

(rs = .587, p = .000; rs = .567, p = .000). In other words, a better overall experience of
respondents in KTWP contributes to a higher level of pride towards the construction and a
higher level of sadness towards the damage there respectively. Hence, the result reinforces
Hypothesis 4 — there is a positive correlation between respondents’ overall experience and
their care towards KTWP. It is also responding to the second research question - to what

extent can users feel a sense of belonging to the place?

Table 18 Correlation coefficient between respondents’ overall experience and their care towards

KTWP
Correlations
How would How sad
you rate the How proud would you be
overall are you of the if kwun Tong
EXperience in construction Fromenade
KTWP? of KTWP? is damaged?
Spearman's tho  Howwould you rate the Correlation Coefficient 1.000 587" 567
overall experience in B
KTWE? Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000
] a5 a5 a5
How proud are you ofthe  Correlation Goefficient 587" 1.000 4507
construction of KTWP? ; -
Sig. (2-tailed) .0oo . .0oo
I a5 a5 a5
How sad would you be if  Carrelation Coefficient 567 4507 1.000
Kwun Tong Promenade — - -
is damaged? bt iz : :
] a5 a5 a5

** Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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CHAPTER §:
DISCUSSION

5.1 Cognitive perception of respondents towards the four attributes of place-making strategy

Results from the questionnaire survey demonstrated that the majority of respondents agreed
with KTWP possessing the attributes of place-making strategy (mean of ‘comfort and image’
= 3.6; mean of ‘uses and activities’ = 3.75; mean of ‘sociability’ = 3.75; mean of ‘access and
linkages’ = 3.34). This reflects that the facilities, usage and atmosphere of KTWP can satisfy

various users’ needs and achieve the outcome of place-making strategy to a large extent.

5.1.1 Comfort and image

As presented in the results, more than half of the respondents (n = 46) held a positive
cognitive perception towards the comfort and image of KTWP. The reasons behind this can be
explained by the observational data (Appendix A). It is not difficult to observe varied spaces
in the promenade for people to sit, either in sun or shade, and there are security guides to
ensure safety and cleanliness. This evidence is consistent with the existing research indicating
that a sufficient number of sitting spaces provided at convenient and approachable location
helps “in enhancing comfort level” (Bele & Chakradeo, 2020). In addition, most of the
respondents perceived the seaside boardwalk (47.1%) and sunset view (23.5%) as the most
representative feature of KTWP, which also matches with the results by Bele and Chakradeo
(2020) reported that a place where people find it comfortable is also where people sense and

develop positive feelings and images.

5.1.2 Uses and activities
Referring to the results, the vast majority of the respondents (n = 58) possessed a positive
cognitive perception towards the uses and activities in KTWP which reflects that they

consider the place as a node to fulfill the recreational demands of users. As observed, there are
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more than 13 facilities in KTWP to cater for people with different needs and interests. For
example, the sensory garden and the elderly fitness corner can satisfy the interests of children
and the elderly respectively. While the questionnaire survey found that most of the
respondents would chat, stroll, enjoy views and picnic in the promenade, there were actually
at least 10 things occuring at the same time. It echoes with the theory “power of 10+”
introduced by the Project for Public Spaces (2016) characterizing a successful place-making
place as at least 10 activities to do. The findings and observations are also corresponding with
Efroymson, et al. (2009) implying that a wide variety of activities conducting in a place would

be identified as “spontaneity, energy, creativity and uniqueness”.

5.1.3 Sociability

According to the results, most of the respondents retained a positive cognitive perception
towards the sociability of KTWP which thus indicated a beneficial “social life and interaction
of people” (Oriola & Jolaoso, 2012). With the evidence of the observational data, the
promenade was crowded with many groups of people who usually beamed at each other when
they were chatting or having other activities. The observations were consolidated by Ramlee,
et al. (2016) who revealed that a successful public space should encourage people for social
interaction through “accommodating voices of people and providing venues for recreational
activities”. Besides, about 80% of the respondents reported visiting KTWP with others which
can be interpreted by Rad and Ngah (2013) that people felt a strong bond with the place when

they chose to communicate with others there.

5.1.4 Access and Linkages
As demonstrated in the results, the majority of the respondents consider neutral (n = 44) to the
cognitive perception of access and linkages in KTWP while the second majority of them

perceive positively, which is the lowest rating among all attributes. Despite the relatively
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unpleasant finding, lacking specific entrances and thresholds constitutes “high connectivity
and visual permeability” in KTWP (Bele & Chakradeo, 2020). However, respondents’
perception towards the variety of transportation options reaching the promenade was below
satisfaction that most of them could not reach directly by the public transport, and that is also
the reason for low accessibility for the disabled. Moreover, inconvenient geographical
location and inadequate traffic signs of the sidewalks leading to and from the adjacent areas
would be a result of difficult access to the promenade. In view of this situation, it is suggested
that more concerns on the safety of adjacent pathways and the availability of travel modes

reaching KTWP directly would enhance the access and linkages of the place.

5.2 Variable affecting visit frequency to KTWP

From the result of the hypothesis testing, it is proved that respondents’ visit frequency is
noticeably related to the first impression perceived which in turn is associated with the
comfort level and image of the place. In affirmation to this, Peters and De Haan (2011) stated
that “places where people sense and develop positive feelings, images and meanings, are more
likely to be revisited as people find them comfortable”, which was also reinforced by the
environmental psychology studies claiming a strong interrelationship between the images and
experiences in an environment and “the evaluation of the place by an individual” (as cited in
Bele & Chakradeo, 2020). For that reason, the first impression of the comfort and image in a
place probably determines users’ satisfaction and place’s usage which thus contributes to the

encouragement of visit for people.

5.3 Respondents’ sense of belonging towards KTWP

Referring to the findings, respondents’ sense of belonging towards KTWP can be reflected by
their overall experience and their care about the place. In other words, the better experience

and more cares respondents hold, the greater attached to the place they obtain (Mesch &
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Manor, 1998). As elaborated by the onsite observation, a good condition of KTWP with
satisfactory comfort, usage and sociability result in a positive user’s attachment to the
promenade perhaps. Although the results of the questionnaire survey found that respondents
were not quite proud of the construction of KTWP, most of them responded to be sad if the
place is damaged. It could be inferred that users possess an affective connection with the
promenade, somehow they did not completely regard it as a rare character though. To
conclude with the supported journals, the significance of the public harbour-front place is that
it facilitates in developing “a sense of place, as well as a sense of community” by providing
personal experiences, social interactions and recreational activities, which is “essential in

place-making” (Ramezani, et al., 2010; Bakar, et al., 2016).
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CHAPTER 6:
CONCLUSION

6.1 Summary of significant findings

As for the conclusion, this study has confirmed that the waterfront promenade could achieve
four attributes of place-making strategy to a large extent, as well as that users felt a fair sense
of belonging to the place. The majority of respondents perceived KTWP as a successful
place-making place possessing a positive level of ‘comfort and image’, ‘uses and activities’,
‘sociability’ and ‘access and linkages’. From the results of the questionnaire survey and
observational data, it generally reflected that the usage of the promenade was driven by the
design of facilities and amenities. Hence, a place-making waterfront promenade should
accommodate people with varied backgrounds, needs and interests, as well as be physically

and visually accessible.

In a nutshell, it is indispensable in developing a sense of comfort and welcoming for all sorts
of users in order to shape a successful place-making public space. Hopefully, it is envisioned
that Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade , along with one of the popular public spaces within
the Kowloon East district, will eventually constitute a qualified place-making harbour-front

that contributes to further advancement of people’s quality of life.

6.2 Future implications

As one of the key concepts of the place-making strategy, the “power of 10+ explains that
cities of all sizes are supposed to have at least 10 destinations where 10 places of it contain 10
things to do respectively and thus, it regards as the place for people. The waterfront public
space can be constituted one of the 10 places because there are usually more than 10 activities
taking place while the characteristics of it often favour the formation of city icon and identity

by developing into a landmark. For a typical example, the Avenue of Stars, where locates in
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Tsim Sha Tsui and fronts onto the west side of Victoria Harbour, provides various facilities
and environments for numerous activities that attract different types of visitors and

successfully become a renowned landmark embracing a unique identity of Hong Kong.

The revitalization of Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade is under the new urban development
project “Energizing Kowloon East”, as well as the place-making strategy. In other words, a
waterfront promenade is a place decided for everybody and potential to strengthen a city icon
in the Kowloon East where named the proposed second Central Business District. Therefore,
investigating the study site with users’ perceptions will give reference and evidence that
whether it can achieve the place-making strategy and make it an irreplaceable place to
facilitate the realization of a successful Kowloon East development. Though the revitalization
process of Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade has completed that the result of this study has
less contribution, it can be regarded as a post-evaluation of the place-making strategy to

further improve the respect towards diversity of other developments in the future.

In view of that, the findings of this research are expected to assist in understanding a qualified
waterfront space that enhances peoples’ activities and usages, as well as cater to all type of
users. Also, from the results of hypotheses testing, this study is also expected to suggest ways
for the government to promote the use of existing waterfront and plan better future ones,

according to the characteristics of users and the features of the place where waterfront locates.

6.3 Limitations of the study

As the main objective of this study is to investigate the achievement towards four attributes of
place-making strategy in KTWP through the perceptions of users, the results are highly
dependent on the data collected from users while it is, in turn, the most significant limitation

of this study. The small sample size which contains 85 pieces of questionnaire may not be
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sufficient to reflect the actual users’ perceptions towards the attributes of place-making
strategy. Taking reference by the notion of Taylor (2005), the quantitative research method,
including questionnaire survey, requires a large sampling size “in order to have significant
representation of respondents’ opinion”, as well as to provide “accurate statistical comparison
between various sample sets” for testing hypotheses. Additionally, the Coronavirus Disease
may affect the usage of users in the promenade. Therefore, the results of this study would not

be representative enough to reflect the actual using conditions of KTWP.

On the other hand, the design of the questionnaire and the record form of onsite observation is
modified and combined by the relevant research literature and journals, in which it is less
recognized for validity and reliability. To improve for further study, it would be better if a
complete and comprehensive questionnaire and observational record form can be found in

supporting literature and thus, the results would be more convincing.

(6,948 words)
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. Onsite Observation Survey Record Form

l. Comfort and Image

1. Are there enough places to sit? (number, location, in sun or shade)

Number | Various places for visitors to sit
‘ On amenity lawn, spectator stand; in sensory garden; along seaside
Location
boardwalk
In sun? Yes (on amenity lawn and along seaside boardwalk)
In shade? | Yes (in sensory garden and next to amenity lawn)

2. Are KTWP free of litter?

Yes / No

Where are the litters?

Yes

There are rubbish bins along seaside boardwalk.

3. Are there security

personnel present?

Yes / No What do they do? When are they on duty?
Yes They patrol regularly. Both in weekdays and
weekends
4. Are people taking pictures?
Yes / No Where do they take Many photo opportunities
pictures? available?
Yes Scenic views of Victoria Near seaside boardwalk, Fly the

Harbour, sunset and plants;
artworks in the Fly the

Flyover spaces

Flyover spaces; special tower

landmarks
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Uses and Activities

1. Is KTWP used by people with different ages?

Kindergarten | Primary Secondary Tertiary Adults Elderlies
students students students students
Other: Office workers
2. Is KTWP used by the mix of ethnic groups?
Yes / No Which ethnic groups?
Yes Students with Islam religion; domestic works from Philippines

3. How many different types of activities are occurring at the same time? List out all.

Camping Cycling
Picnicking Playing ball games

Fishing Skateboarding

Running Walking the dog

Chatting Roller skating

Eating Taking pictures (sunset, graduating

photos)

Reading Strolling

Sleeping Playing mobile phone
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I1l.  Sociability
1. Are people in groups?

Yes / No How many of them are in groups? / How many groups?

Yes There is crowded with many groups of people.

2. Are people interacting with others?

Yes / No Where? Under what activity?

Yes Mostly on amenity Picnicking, chatting

lawn or in sensory

garden
3. Are people smiling?
Yes / No Why are they smiling?
Yes When they are chatting, playing, cycling, taking photos
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V.

Access and Linkages

1. Can people see KTWP from a distance?

Yes / No

How far?

Yes

People can see KTWP from the exits of Ngau Tau Kok

Station and from every adjacent block.

2. Can people use different modes of transportation to reach there directly?

Bus

MTR Private car Bicycle Ferry

O

Other:

Car parking spaces are full either in weekdays and weekends.

*14 bus routes, 3 minibus routes, 2 ferry routes

3. Can people easily walk to KTWP?

Yes / No

How far?

Yes

It takes 6 — 7 minutes to arrive KTWP from the exit D6 of
Ngau Tau Kok Station which is the nearest MTR exit. It
takes around 15 minutes to arrive KTWP from Kwun
Tong Station. Visitors have to walk across 3 sidewalks
with traffic light while some of the adjacent blocks of
KTWP do not have traffic light to ensure the safety of

pedestrians.

4. Does KTWP function well for people with disabilities and other special needs?

Yes / No

Any difficulties?

Neutral

There are location maps with Braille, ramps for going to

the viewing pavilion and 2 accessible restrooms.
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Appendix B. Questionnaire Survey

ik R
Questionnaire Survey
Bl W — LTI E NPEMIEAE R LFERA, BRIEER RS WIETEH
HHEYEEEE R T EiE ] RSHAERREE, R 10 8. SHEMEGHRER
9 SR AR AT AR R A AEEE D A e R R T IE R Y
Bik. WIAREE, W] H 3 E R eI E . S TR A A RHE R S 540
g, WE RIS = FE N . WA AETEER, &5 LA ES
PRSI M RSB Mg TR G A .
Hello! I am a final year student of BEd(Geog) from the Education University of Hong Kong. I
am carrying out my Honours Project which aims to examine users’ perception of the
place-making strategy in Kwun Tong Waterfront Promenade (KTWP). The survey will take
around 10 minutes, investigating the perception of users regarding KTWP's comfort and
image, uses and activities, sociability, access and linkages. In case of short answer questions,
you can freely choose to answer in Chinese or English. All of the data collected in the survey
will only be used for academic purposes and will be destroyed within three years after the end
of the study. If you have any queries, please contact CHEUNG Man Ying by email
Thank you for your interest in participating in this survey.

B4 — ABE  PartI- Personal information
1. 1A SRS BIYEEEEE ? Have you ever been to KTWP?
O A Yes O A No

WRA, AR EE, M4%55¢58E. If No, thank you for your response and the survey is
finished.

2. “F#r What is your age group?
O 15 B LA or below O 16-25% O 26-355% O 36-455%
O 46— 55 3% O 56 —65 % O 66 K ELL I or above

3. REBEHREER? Are you a Hong Kong resident?
O &, TRIEAELEMME I ? Yes, which district do you live in?

O &, MMSMZ? (W#E%) No, what is your identity? (e.g. tourist)
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F WD - BREFEEMESR Part I1 — About comfort and image
4 IREUTIB RS (1 AFRRRRE: 5 A0 R
How do you rate the following? (1 is strongly disagree; 5 is strongly agree)

B — VORI, R

[ felt ... when I first came to KTWP.

a) M5l Attractive

b) #z#F Clean

c) #Fk Comfortable

d) AE#FFEIT Lively

e) Jik Relaxing

f) %4 Safe

1 2 3 4 5

CANOCRNORNORNONNG
O NORNORNONNONNG
CANORNORNORNONNG
CANORNORNONNONNG
CANCRNOENORNONNG

5. VREE RS AL I de B AR R (2 A B 2
In your opinion, what is the most representative feature of KTWP?
O TEH & MK EEELE Amenity lawn for picnicking
O Z JCHIESEEENE Diverse play equipment O #E D18 Seaside boardwalk
O H&M 54 Sunset view O 7 2% Unique architectures
O 4EZF|nn s H H % 5t Day and night view of Victoria Harbour

6. HURARDIBEELE, RS
Would you take pictures when you come to KTWP?
O & Yes O A& No
e, PRIEE ORISR A R IR 7 (ATIEE)
If yes, what type of photos would you like taking? (Optional)

7. R LUT A RBSEEEAROBR A ER? (0 KA ARE: 5 ZAEW R
How would you consider the following statements to KTWP? (1 is strongly disagree; 5 is
strongly agree)

1 2 3 4 5

a) [fEGmfmeiines, JRE RIS B RR R 3
firo | oO|lo|lo|O]O
“I can find a seat easily, either in the sun or shade.”

b) [FATLAMEIEHE A IR Ny, |

“I can have a choice of places to sit.”

c) [HABERKIZE, 2P RBEAMEE. |

“I feel safe from crime and injures.”

d) [ERFREELH, ALK, |

“I think that it is clean and free of litter.”

e) [, HIAKIEHE, WKIFFHE. |

“Overall, I feel comfortable when I come here.”
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EB=4r — BRME ATEEIEW Part ITI — About uses and activities
RZ A — IR BR8] ?
How often do you visit KTWP?

O #%EK Every day O /DA =R At least three times a week
O #EI—Z MWK Once to twice a week O #tH—% =X Once to three times a

month O HEHE—ZF =K Once to three times a year O AT A 2 IR [H]

Anytime if it is available

9. VR Iia) KA JEE IR ok SR S iV L el 2
When do you mostly prefer to visit KTWP?
a) O 7E°FH On weekdays O fEIK On weekends O 7EHFILHET H 8B On specific holidays

b) O 7£5- I In the morning O 7£ R4 In the afternoon
O TE{#Hf In the evening O {EME I At night

10. VRAEEIFEVE AL 8 W IEAT A B 8?7 (R IRE LR

What activities do you mostly do in KTWP? (Choose at most 5 options)

O 2By KNS (N TARYs . JER T AR sl A R 18D
Attending specific activities (e.g. workshops, weekends fairs or watching busking)
O Bk Chatting O # ¥ 5 Cycling O H74& Picnicking

O ik E 4k % F] 5 1 5t 5 Enjoying the view of Victoria Harbour O BRE

Readmg
O Doig R e HR B Playing skateboard or scooter O #0eP Strolling

O XE H¥ Enjoying sunset O #\i (FT-F) Taking pictures

O Bk S8 (BIELEMAM) Working out (including jogging and running)

11 R EAE BB R A A a2 GEE a8 & N IEIE)
What facilities had you use at KTWP? (mark all that apply)
OREEEEE Amenity lawn O/ D18 Seaside boardwalk [ 5 % #%#4%15 Children’s
play area
(0% i& Restaurant 1= {# & ff1 Elderly fitness corner /& E {t.[2 Sensory garden
CIfd B %ifi Fitness station OIS IS Special tower landmark
O [ x#ERIEE | 2/ Fly the Flyover space O#i% & & Spectator stand
C/N& 5 Light refreshment kiosk O 55> Viewing pavilion
0% Hi& B35 Multi-purpose plaza  CIAFE RIS Waterfront tree walk
O 5 Performance area  OIBET-[A] Toilet CIKF5GHEVES PV shelter
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12, fREF LN A BB R AR R R R WE? (O BEAWNE; S ARWE)
How much are satisfied with the following descriptions to KTWP? (1 is strongly dissatistied; 5 is
strongly satisfied)

| 2 3 4 5

a) w2 ot

Variety of facilities
b) b

Practicality of facilities
C) REFEIEHLIEAT 2 HEH)

Diversity of activities took place here
d) IS I RR B

Enhancing cultural vibrancy and leisure opportunities

o) o0| O] O] O

FVF 5 — BRLTBIE Part IV - About sociability
13. PRI H B o 2 B S v L ?
Who do you mostly come with?
O HC Alone O 7 —2F Couple O M/ Friends O B} Parents

O T Children O B htk Brothers / Sisters

14. B E AR S — (A RS B A B N5 7 Rt EE?
Is KTWP a place where you would choose to meet friends and family? Why?
O &, A (MIEZ) Yes, it is because (Optional)

O A&, K& (IEZ) No, it is because (Optional)

15, PRAE I iV A el A 30 S O O A SRR
Did you have any memorable experiences in KTWP?
O H Yes O WA No

WA, ERERIKRE? (A[#EED) If yes, what was it about? (Optional)

16. VR LU A B B v A R R BRI A (T i 5L 2
How do you consider the following statement?
[ B BB RN BN AU i e R A R R St .
“I always feel joyful to be with family or friends at KTWP”
EEAREE| 1L | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 |fHAR
Strongly disagree ‘ O ‘ O ‘ O ‘ O ‘ O ‘ Strongly agree
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FHIES - BRTZEE Part V- About access and linkages
17. R ane] SR B ETRE G R 7 CGEERPTE I S 1R I
How do you commonly get to KTWP? (mark all that apply)
O /435238 1. E Public transportation O HH Bicycle
O FAZH Private vehicle 0O 4T Walk
INRIEIRFA S, UREE AU R T A2 495 ? O 2% Yes O ANEH
No
If you choose private vehicle, do you think the parking spaces are enough?

18. 3 AR R P Tt 20 A O VgV A el 7 2 2 /D B [ 2
How long would it take commonly to come from your origin to here?
O /bJA 15 43-8% less than 15minutes O 15-30 47§ minutes O 30-45 /34
minutes
O 45 4y§# — 1 /MK 45minutes to 1 hour O ZJA 1 /MK more than 1 hour

19. IR UL N A BB E R R e BwmE? (L A AmE; 5 ARimE)
How much are satisfied with the following descriptions to KTWP? (1 is strongly dissatisfied; 5 is
strongly satisfied)

12314

a) BB RN ORI SR olololo
Variety of transportation options to reach KTWP

b) ARIRABITIL T HIAT N R olololo
Number of sidewalks lead to and from the adjacent areas

c) AEIRMITHLIT HIAT N g 2 At olololo
Safety of sidewalks lead to and from the adjacent areas

d) BRI AT AR R 7 N P olololo

Accessibility for people with disabilities and other special needs

BFBANHD - BREBR Part VI - About sense of belonging
20. LA 1-10 BIRFI> (1 RddRors 10 Zdesdr)
On a scale from 1-10 (1 is the lowest; 10 is the highest)
a) TRERBREF R R ERA 2 H 50
How proud are you of the construction of KTWP?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

b) AIREIEEALE B, REH2R0°
How sad would you be if Kwun Tong Promenade is damaged?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

C) A T ¥ (R AR L T A [ ) B A R 2

How would you rate the overall experience in KTWP?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

This is the end of survey, thank you for your help!
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