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Abstract
There is great potential for innovative and creative public spaces beyond the traditional park
or plaza to exist, yet this is still what most local authorities provide for in their public space
policies. As cities intensify there is a need to provide additional public space in what may not
have been considered to conventionally be a part of the public realm. Infrastructure is one
example which can be used to provide additional public space through the adaptive reuse of a
site, instead of abandonment or demolition when infrastructure is no longer required due to
technological advancement.

This research investigates whether the adaptive reuse of infrastructure can help create
successful public spaces, and whether reuse can contribute towards improving the
connectivity of an area. This is done using two case studies: Paddington Reservoir Gardens
and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network in Sydney, New South Wales, Australia. The project
explores whether there is too much focus on reusing the space with minimal adaptation, and
the extent to which the planning processes enable or inhibit development, and allow for or
discourage stakeholder involvement.

The findings indicate that the adaptive reuse of infrastructure can provide interesting public
spaces, however, success is dependent on the surrounding context. The two case studies
employed in the research are vastly different. Despite this, the results show that infrastructural
public spaces need to be active, provide for a range of users, and incorporate themes such as
stickability and fine grain design to contribute positive outcomes to an urban environment.
Often with infrastructure there is a risk of focusing too much on the preservation of heritage
sites or making do with what already exists, instead of taking a greenfield approach to
development. This can lead to spaces which are not integrated with the surrounds and which
are not frequented or used as well as they could be. Further research needs to be undertaken to
better understand the extent to which these particular public spaces-adaptively reused
infrastructure differ to other spaces in the public realm
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1: Introduction
“There is no better example of no-nonsense forms following function than the steel-plated
face of the High Line. Every rivet and every pattern in the plates contributes to the strength of
the structure. The decorative railings visible wherever the trestle crosses a street are
brilliantly crafted of the same heavy-gauge steel, the design so durably elegant it has become
an indelible symbol of the High Line park” (Darke, 2014).

1.1 The Role of Infrastructure
Infrastructure is time specific. As technology advances, infrastructure serving cities such as
railways, reservoirs and bridges can become obsolete. Currently, abandonment or demolition
are the most common ways of dealing with these structures. However, adaptive reuse could
help create a more connected urban environment if carried out effectively, whilst creating
additional public space and helping to provide linkages between existing public spaces.

Infrastructure plays an important role in the built environment and is designed to serve a
specific function. As cities update their technology by replacing existing infrastructure with
greener solutions (Bogunovich and Wagner, 2010), adaptively reusing infrastructure is
gradually becoming more common. Therefore, it is important that planning policies and
controls enable effective reuse. This is important to ensure that successful public spaces are
formed which contribute towards creating a more connected urban environment. Although
there is great potential for innovative and unconventional public spaces beyond the common
park or town square, this is still what most authorities provide for in their public space
policies. Spaces such as the New York City High Line (Broder, 2012; La Farge, 2012) and the
Boston Big Dig project (Banerjee, 2001) are examples of how disused infrastructure have
been successfully repurposed to provide alternative public spaces. These spaces have also
helped develop connective routes for active modes of transport within their respective cities.

Paddington Reservoir Gardens in Sydney, New South Wales was redeveloped in 2009 (City of
Sydney, 2013). This public space provides a recent example of infrastructural reuse:
transforming an abandoned reservoir into a public garden in inner city Sydney. The present
1

research explores the redevelopment of infrastructure and the planning processes surrounding
the reuse of the site. The Goods Line, or Ultimo Pedestrian Network-a previously abandoned
railway line in Sydney is a useful case study to examine as it presents a current example
which can be used to determine the key drivers encouraging infrastructure reuse at present,
stakeholder involvement in the project, and how the planning documents have facilitated or
inhibited the development process. These two case studies will help to determine how future
infrastructural reuse can take place to improve connectivity in the urban environment and
provide additional public space.

1.2 Research Rationale
As identified, reusing infrastructure is a relatively new phenomenon. The New York High
Line illustrates a creative example of infrastructure reuse-an elevated railway line which runs
through the meat packing district of Manhattan. This has now been converted into a popular
urban park and tourist attraction. This shows that it is possible for infrastructure to become
public space, and that it can be successful. Therefore, more research needs to be undertaken to
determine what contributes to ensuring that the outcomes of these spaces are favourable.

Much research has been undertaken concerning the adaptive reuse of buildings, industrial
parks and heritage reuse. Yet, there is a lack of understanding regarding infrastructure reuse
and what makes it effective. This is problematic as it is unclear what features make
infrastructure reuse viable, and how reuse can contribute towards urban connectivity. This
could result in wasted time and resources and a reuse project with no, or few positive
outcomes. This research investigates the extent to which the adaptive reuse of infrastructure
can help create successful public spaces and contribute towards improving the connectivity of
an area.

1.3 Research Definitions
Infrastructure is the basic physical and organisational structures and facilities (e.g. buildings,
roads, power supplies) needed for the operation of a society or enterprise. “People commonly
envision infrastructure as a system of substrates-railroad lines, pipes and plumbing, electrical
power plants, and wires. It is by definition invisible” (Star, 1999, p. 380). In the context of
2

this thesis infrastructure is exclusive of buildings, and refers to public works such as railway
lines, bus or train stations, tunnels and roads. Thus, the case studies used in the research do
not demonstrate the adaptive reuse of buildings despite buildings such as power stations and
prisons largely falling within the definition of infrastructure as a facility necessary for the
operation of society. Obsolete infrastructure refers to infrastructure which has been abandoned
and is no longer used for its original purpose. This may be for several reasons, these will be
further discussed in Chapter 2. Infrastructure reuse refers to the brownfield development of
infrastructural systems which are “reactivated and given a new life” (Ardeleanu, 2012, p. 1).
Their new purpose differs from what they were originally built for and in this research refers
to space within the public realm that is now accessible to all people.

It is also important to determine what constitutes public space. There is much debate
concerning what is considered to be public space, particularly with the shift to privatise public
space as will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 2. Banerjee (2001) states that
traditionally, public space has been associated with parks and playgrounds. Alternatively,
Minton (2006) observes that parks, squares, market places and streets have been seen to
embody public space and recognises that public space is difficult to define because few spaces
have ever been entirely public. For this research, public space is defined as: systems of open
spaces which are accessible to everyone and are in public ownership, as access and ownership
are integral components of public space (Minton, 2006) and play an important role in how
space is used and controlled. Suitable access to space reinforces interconnectedness, or
connectivity and represents good urban design. In the context of this research, connectivity
concerns non-vehicular traffic such as pedestrians and cyclists. Infrastructure reuse can help
connect existing public spaces and destinations by providing alternative routes which are
inaccessible to vehicular traffic.

1.4 Research Questions and Aim
The impacts associated with the reuse of urban infrastructure are situated within the wider
context of creating a more connected urban environment and improving our cities by
providing better public spaces. Therefore, it is relevant to determine how local authorities
influence infrastructure reuse and whether their practices contribute towards connecting the
urban environment. The three main objectives forming the basis of this research are:
3

1. To understand how infrastructure can be reused as public space.
Infrastructure reuse is relatively new and uncommon. There are some examples of successful
infrastructural reuse-most notably the New York High Line. A review of the New York High
Line planning process and physical outcomes will be undertaken to establish why it has been
successful. This then sets a foundation for examining the Goods Line and Paddington
Reservoir Gardens, and identifies the similarities between the planning processes,
development and outcome of the three projects.
2. To determine the extent to which adaptive reuse of infrastructure can help
improve the connectivity of an area.
The importance of pedestrian and cycle friendly networks is particularly important in creating
good public spaces in urban environments. Often infrastructure provides a transport route (rail
or road). The adaptive reuse can change the mode of transport and provide links to a greater
number of destinations.
3. Using Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network as
case studies, to assess the extent to which the planning practices of local
authorities enable the reuse of infrastructure and allow for stakeholder
involvement in the process.
Planning process can either enable or inhibit the adaptive reuse of infrastructure, and
encourage or discourage stakeholder involvement. Sydney’s planning documents will be
examined to determine how they have facilitated both the case studies used in the research,
and the involvement of stakeholders analysed to decide the extent to which their involvement
influences how successful the projects are.

The purpose of this research is to explore infrastructure reuse in the Sydney context, to
investigate its role in the provision of public space, and examine the role infrastructure reuse
can play in providing for active modes of transport, consequently, helping to improve
connectivity in dense urban centres.

4

1.5 Research Approach
This thesis provides an evaluation of the value of infrastructure reuse in the Australian
context. Chapter 2 discusses the relevant literature where the relationship between quality
urban design, connectivity and public space is shown, and the New York High Line is used to
illustrate how infrastructure can be adaptively reused successfully. Chapter 3 outlines the
methodological approach taken for this research, in which a triangulation approach has been
used to answer the three key objectives of the thesis. The conceptual framework, context and
planning document analysis are covered in Chapter 4. The following results and discussion
chapters are framed by the three research objectives. Chapter 5 discusses the role or urban
design to answer research objective 1: To understand how infrastructure can be reused as
public space, and research objective 2: To determine the extent to which the adaptive reuse of
infrastructure can help improve the connectivity of an area. The changing role of public space
is presented in Chapter 6, alongside an investigation into adaptive reuse and in particular,
infrastructure reuse. Chapter 7 examines the planning processes, stakeholder involvement and
politics which influence the development of infrastructure as public space. This answers
research objective 3: Using Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network as case studies, to what extent can the planning practices of local authorities enable
and allow for stakeholder involvement in the reuse of infrastructure? The Ultimo Pedestrian
Network is then used as a more indepth case study to evaluate how successful the current
section of the abandoned railway is. Concluding remarks are then synthesized in Chapter 8,
and avenues for future research identified.

5

2: Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
As there is a push to create more interesting public spaces in our urban centres it is important
to ensure that these spaces are not only diverse, but that they also help to improve
connectivity within our cities. The purpose of this chapter is to examine existing literature on
contemporary public space and its contribution to urban connectivity, with a particular focus
on urban infrastructure and its changing role. First, the role of urban design is considered to
understand how successful public spaces are created. An indepth focus on the principles of
connectivity follows and the concept of placemaking is discussed. This is followed by an
exploration of the evolution of public space and contemporary public spaces. The key trends
of the privatisation and under-management of public space are then reviewed in light of the
next section which explores urban infrastructure, its changing role and its relationship to
adaptive reuse. The New York High Line is then used as a best practice case study to
demonstrate the importance of repurposing infrastructure and how reuse can enhance the
surrounding area and improve connectivity in an urban environment.

2.2 Urban Design
Using quality urban design principles is central to creating successful spaces. Ellis (2002)
critiques authors that emphasize the importance of placing civic buildings such as libraries,
churches and cultural centres in important sites. By doing this, less emphasis may be placed
on the other components of the city: the streets, other buildings and the public realm. This is
detrimental, as these other components of the city are integral to creating places that people
want to be in. Successful urban places combine quality physical space, sensory experience
and activity to create a place (Montgomery, 1998). This reinforces the notion that the spaces
between buildings are as important as the buildings themselves. Furthermore, Appleyard and
Jacobs’ (1982) Urban Design Manifesto aims to “encourage urban designers to design for
livability, identity and control, access to opportunity, imagination and joy, authenticity and
meaning, community and public life, and an environment for all” (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012, p.
467) by focusing equally on buildings and other spaces to provide successful places for
people.
6

Urban design focuses on the interaction between natural and built forms and how these
elements in a particular space relate to one another (Saelens et al., 2003). According to
Montgomery (1998, p. 96), “urban design is essentially about placemaking, where places are
not just a specific space, but all the activities and events which made it possible.” Urban
design plays a central role in facilitating the integration of physical and human elements to
create a successful place. Tibbalds (2012) reiterates the importance of using good design in
conjunction with public space management to avoid an uncared and threatening public realm.
It is important to recognise that even good urban design can contribute to an unsavoury space
if it is not well maintained.
Some argue that urban design has become homogenous. Spaces are now often designed at an
international level with little attempt to contextualise the design (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012).
This has led to local governments adopting design guidelines and standards from other places
in the hope they can replicate successful spaces, regardless of context. However, copying
successful places does not lead to good public spaces. Therefore, it is important that the City
of Sydney for example, does not attempt to replicate the success of the acclaimed New York
High Line by transferring the blueprint to the Ultimo Pedestrian Network because the
surrounding neighbourhood of each city is remarkably different. Infrastructure reuse projects
should all be distinctive.
Urban design can be used to classify public space. Gehl and Gemzoe (2001) identify five
classes of public space: the main city square, recreational squares, promenades, traffic squares
and monumental squares, whilst Carr et al., (1992) created 11 different classes. Alternatively,
Frank and Stevens (2007) produced criteria which focus on the looseness and tightness of
space, or its ability to adapt. Tight space is “fixed, physically constrained or controlled in
terms of the types of activities that can occur there” (Carmona, 2010b, p. 166), whilst loose
space is “adaptable, un-restricted and used for a variety of functions, ad hoc as well as
planned” (Carmona, 2010b, p. 166). Infrastructure repurposing illustrates the possibility of
transforming a tight space into a loose one. The urban design of contemporary public spaces
can also attempt to create loose public spaces which facilitate mixed-use development.
As identified by Irazabel (2011) planners and designers can take advantage of informal spaces
such as empty lots, transport corridors and waterfronts to create additional recreational
opportunities and to engage the community in the placemaking process. These spaces can
help improve linkages or connectivity to other spaces in the city and can accommodate less
7

conventional uses of public spaces (Irazabel, 2011). Infrastructural repurposing falls within
the scope of an informal landscape and has received little attention as a possible public space.
Instead, focus has been centered on sustainable design measures for infrastructure. These pose
additional challenges for urban design. Therefore, in this thesis, the potential of informal
space through repurposing infrastructure is prioritised.
New urbanism has emerged as one overarching design approach for good city form in
response to the negative environmental and social effects associated with urban sprawl and
automobile centric development. The main principles of the movement are identified in the
Charter of the New Urbanism (Congress for the New Urbanism, 2001) but there are many
different ways in which these outcomes can be achieved. Key themes of the new urbanism
movement include a compact city form, sustainability, democratic participatory planning,
interconnected streets, mixed land use and recognition of the importance of quality urban
design (Audirac, 2011; Ellis, 2002). It is these key themes which contribute to improving the
livability of an urban area. This thesis will focus on the key concerns of urban connectivity,
and how infrastructural reuse can create successful public spaces through good urban design
principles.
Whilst new urbanism may help produce a quality environment through enhancing pedestrian
networks and the overall amenity of an area, it can also lead to segregation between poor and
affluent suburbs and further disadvantage underprivileged groups (Audirac, 2011; Marcuse,
2000). Therefore, to improve the connectivity and amenity of an area spaces must be
accessible to all members of the public which as a result, promotes the integration of society.
This research seeks to investigate the extent to which connectivity is present in the case
studies employed in the research and the level of stakeholder involvement in the case studies.
If these are done well, spaces can help the wider community engage with one another. As
Talen (2000) argues, new urbanism can help promote social interaction in both public and
semi-public spaces through using quality urban design principles which encourage people to
engage with one another. This emphasizes the importance of designing for the social
component of public spaces.
Building on new urbanism is the idea of everyday urbanism. Everyday urbanism is more
concerned with the social content and spaces of everyday life (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012) and is
less concerned with creating a perfect or ideal environment. Everyday urbanism also avoids
focusing on the relationships that social behaviour and physical design have on one another
8

(Kelbaugh, 2000) and instead is more interested in accidental environmental outcomes such
as the effects murals and unintentional architecture have on social behaviour (Kelbaugh,
2000). This is in contrast to local government initiatives which set out to achieve a specific
end goal (Chase et al., 2008). Some claim that currently, the majority of local government
planning is “regulatory rather than proactive and visionary” (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012, pp.
468-469) with some focus on parklets and complete streets, infill, adaptive reuse and transit
oriented development. This reactive stance neither supports the new urbanism or everyday
urbanism paradigms, despite the two theories conflicting modes of operation as everyday
urbanism appears to be planning without actively planning. Everyday urbanism
“overestimates the mythic aspect of the ordinary and ugly” (Kelbaugh, 2000, p. 287). For
example, overpraising “the arterial strip and entertainment districts in places such as Las
Vegas” (Kelbaugh, 2000, p. 287). Looking at abandoned sites from this perspective is
beneficial in that everyday urbanism is good at creating lively spaces with high community
involvement, but has difficulty creating aesthetically pleasing spaces (Kelbaugh, 2000). In this
research, the importance of creating a space which is both active and demonstrates quality
urban design is paramount, as it is difficult to create a lively space if it is not at least
somewhat aesthetically pleasing. Therefore, aspects of both new and everyday urbanism can
be very useful when proposing infrastructural reuse.

2.3 Connectivity
A key principle of the new urbanist movement and implementing good urban design
principles is interconnectedness. Much research (Gehl, 2011; Salingaros, 1998) has
emphasized the importance of “maintaining extensive networks of public pathways, spaces
and activity nodes in cities” (Ellis, 2002, p. 278). However, traditionally large scale transport
infrastructure such as motorways and railway lines has been the focus of post-industrial
development, with less focus on public space and active transport networks. There is now a
shift towards creating more pedestrian friendly, multi modal networks which is particularly
important in creating good public spaces in the inner city (MIT Department of Urban Studies
and Planning, 2013).
Ellis (2002, p. 263) recognises “transit investments are long-term, intergenerational, cityshaping investments that may not produce quick results.” However, technological
advancement and development patterns alter how useful transport infrastructure is, and how
9

long it will be needed for. The link between infrastructure investment and land use change has
been recognised when infrastructure is initially constructed (Kelly, 1994), but the outcomes
on land use when infrastructure is outmoded and its use redesigned remains neglected. By
encouraging walking and cycling on outdated infrastructure it is hoped that activity and
development in the area will increase, in conjunction with different land uses and good street
design which both favour pedestrians and cyclists. Kelly (1994) recognises that the
relationship between land use and transportation is complex. The type and location of
transport infrastructure affects the immediate environment and the type of development that
occurs. For the most part, infrastructural reuse has been centered on the reuse of transport
routes such as railways and highways. The transformation of these spaces into pedestrian and
cycle routes not only changes the mode of transport, but also changes the land use and the
character of the immediate and surrounding areas. Any changes should, therefore, consider
how this new connection will work, enhance, or alter the current transportation network. By
changing the mode of transport a space is used for there are likely to be a multitude of flow on
effects. How this influences connectivity in the city is relatively under studied, hence the
purpose of this thesis.
Repurposing infrastructure could play an important role in improving urban connectivity.
Although infrastructure networks are often seen to be integrators of urban space (Marvin and
Graham, 2001) often railways and highways act as separators which physically divide the
urban fabric (Ardeleanu, 2012; Marvin and Graham, 2001). Kullman (2011, p. 70) states that
infrastructure is an example of “linear space which forms rifts in the urban fabric” and
contends that linear parks are one way to restitch the rifts that infrastructure has produced.
This is an example of an edge space: spaces which are largely formed by infrastructural or
hydrological processes such as rivers and streams and which are common in the postindustrial era. Contemporary urban design seeks to patch up these spaces formed by
infrastructure or water using infill methods. Historically, the linear park has been
marginalised, however, contemporary urban design has seen new ways of reuse emerge with
the thin or linear park creating new design opportunities. This reinforces connectivity and
contextualism, two ideas dominant in urban design theory and which have largely been
ignored despite the ability of linear parks to increase connectivity in the urban structure
through suturing (Kullmann, 2011). One option for urban design is to promote compact
development and “unify disparate districts by ‘stitching’ them together through open space
systems, river networks and waterfronts, and transit and roadway lines that cut across the
metropolitan landscape” (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012, p. 478). Thin parks are one way urban
10

designers can improve urban connectivity, as linear parks act as a conduit (Kullmann, 2011),
or a channel for non-vehicular traffic. Due to their separation from the regular transport
network, they offer the chance to be an efficient space for non-vehicular transport modes, but
design interventions or realignment of the original track may be necessary, so that the space
connects points which are popular destinations and unifies separate precincts.
The creation of a car reliant environment has led to a decrease in available public space and
has restricted movement between and within spaces (Carmona, 2010b). This is no different in
Sydney. Gehl Architects (2007) suggest freeways in Sydney for example, act as a barrier for
pedestrians and downgrade the surrounding environment. There are a number of public spaces
in Sydney but there are very weak connections between these spaces and they are, therefore,
underutilised (Gehl Architects, 2007). Gehl (1989) argues that traffic free public spaces bring
new patterns of life. By creating traffic free spaces the number of different users, and the
possibility of conflict between these users is reduced. This builds on the view that cities
should be primarily designed for walking. To encourage walking and more active forms of
transport it is important to design a space which is appealing. For this to occur, the corridor
must be safe, allow for other transport forms that is, cycles, skateboards, roller blades etc. not
solely pedestrians, and follow a logical route which has destinations that people want to visit.
This transformation creates an alternative transport corridor and a new public space. New
links can reduce the reliance on cars, and increase the opportunity for social interaction. The
current research seeks to determine the extent to which the case studies allow alternative
transport modes and how these uses facilitate social interaction. According to Gehl (2011) car
reliance has led to lifeless cities. As a result planners and designers often attempt to actively
create places where interaction and stimulation can occur. By entering a traffic free pedestrian
network, the individual has made a conscious decision not to be on the street-increasing the
opportunities for interaction. Therefore, it is important that new spaces are attractive, can act
as alternate transport corridors and as new and interesting public spaces simultaneously.
To improve connectivity within the urban environment cities Southworth (2005) argues cities
need to make themselves more desirable for active forms of transport through advocating for
a compact city, and more direct pedestrian and cycle networks. To improve active transport
networks and placemaking, a city needs to provide attractive public spaces which people want
to use and stay in (Project for Public Spaces, 2014). As discussed by Gehl (2011) when an
environment’s physical conditions are better, a greater range of optional activities occur
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because the environment invites people to undertake a more diverse range of tasks. Optional
activities are pursuits that take place if the time and place permit (Gehl, 2011). Providing
spaces which facilitate contact is important to create opportunities for these optional
activities. Therefore, the research seeks to determine how Paddington Reservoir Gardens and
the Ultimo Pedestrian Network encourage or inhibit a range of activities. As a result of
underused public spaces planners and designers actively have to create spaces where
interaction can occur. “Planners can affect the possibilities for meeting, seeing, and hearing
people-possibilities that both take on a quality of their own and become important as
background and starting point for other forms of contact” (Gehl, 2011, p. 13). Through quality
planning practice and urban design, spaces between buildings can contribute to creating a
quality urban environment which encourages contact, improves connectivity by constructing a
more advanced pedestrian and cycle network, therefore, contributing to the overall livability
of a city.

Placemaking
An urban design principle which has helped improve the connectivity of spaces and the
function of public space is placemaking. The 1960s saw a new way of thinking about public
spaces emerge where people and communities were put ahead of efficiency and economic
growth. Out of this, grew the term placemaking. Placemaking represents a new way of
thinking about public spaces. The term placemaking:
Aims to improve the quality of a public place and the lives of its community in
tandem. Put into practice, placemaking seeks to build or improve public space,
spark public discourse, create beauty and delight, engender civic pride, connect
neighborhoods, support community health and safety, grow social justice, catalyze
economic development, promote environmental sustainability, and of course
nurture an authentic “sense of place”(MIT Department of Urban Studies and
Planning, 2013, p. 2).
Placemaking reinforces the importance of focusing on the process of placemaking as opposed
to the product it seeks to create. It promotes the active involvement of communities in
decision making and empowers citizens. Placemaking has developed immensely since the
1960s and now “encompasses a vast arena of physical scales, from town green to district;
processes; initiators; and partners” (MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning, 2013, p.
51). Although the quality of the built environment is important, placemaking projects
recognise that it is essential to focus on how the outcome is achieved. Therefore, although it is
crucial to improve connectivity in the urban context, it is also critical to analyse the process in
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how these spaces are achieved. Infrastructure reuse projects can provide opportunities for
placemaking as they can improve the quality of the environment, transport linkages and as a
result, bring together local communities.

2.4 Public Space
Interweaving successful public space into the existing urban environment is difficult. There is
no single formula that can be used to produce a vibrant public space that will add vitality to
the immediate area. Therefore, it is important to understand how existing successful spaces
work and what makes them successful. Consequently, we can develop best practice guidelines
to create diverse and connective public environments.
It is relatively easy to recognise a successful public space when we see one but it is difficult to
know why a place is successful, and how to replicate it. The 1960s saw a new era in the way
public spaces were conceived. Jane Jacobs (1961) examined urban quality and asserted that
the

level

of

“activity

both

produces

and

mirrors

quality

in

the

built

environment” (Montgomery, 1998, p. 96). Jacobs (1961), Gehl (1989), Cullen (1971) and
Cook (1980) all agree that good urban spaces revolve around street life and the activities that
occur “in and through buildings and spaces” (Montgomery, 1998, p. 96). Although the role of
buildings and spaces has been widely examined in the urban context, the role of
infrastructural reuse in the urban context is minimal.
There have been many attempts to create a checklist of indicators which assess the
performance of an urban space. From an urban design perspective, success often focuses on
the physical attributes of a space. “This is the rational objective classical view of urban
design” (Montgomery, 1998, p. 95). Alternatively, Sherman (1988), developed twelve criteria
to evaluate urban success. These criteria focus on the premise of invisible planning where
results look natural, encouraging interesting spaces which celebrate and heighten the senses,
and supporting opportunities for informal interaction and comfort. Jacobs (1961) identified
four elements that promote or deter active involvement with the urban environment. These
are: mixed-use, permeability, intensity and a variation in building types, sizes, age and
condition. These also reflect the physical components of the environment and how these
influence or contribute towards activity.
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Activity is a product of vitality and diversity (Montgomery, 1998). According to Montgomery
(1996) vitality is what distinguishes a successful urban space from a poor one. This can be
measured through the number of people in the street, the presence of street life, number of
events and how alive a place feels (Montgomery, 1998). While the former are easy to
measure, measuring how alive a place feels is highly subjective. In contrast, diversity can be
measured on an index (Comedia Consultancy, 1991; Jacobs, 1961). Diversity is measured by
how many different land uses are in a space, opening hours and ownership of businesses, the
availability of cultural and meeting places, presence of active street life and the level of
variety and innovation in buildings and spaces in the area. Montgomery (1996) also
recognises that spaces must be diverse enough and have enough uses and users to be self
sustaining. These criteria can help measure the success of a space, although it is important to
recognise “the activity level and number of events do not in themselves describe the quality of
the environment” (Gehl, 2011, p. 129).
Public spaces have an identity and an image. Identity can be defined as the objective of a
place (Montgomery, 1998). Whereas the image of a place is how the space is perceived. These
two ideas do not necessarily overlap. Often the intended purpose of a space is not how it is
perceived or used. Therefore, it is important that there is a clear link between public space and
the surrounding urban structure so that people understand how to navigate the space itself,
and the space in relation to other land uses. “The ways that buildings relate to the public
realm, the articulation of ground floor uses, the relationship between open and enclosed space,
the land use mix could encourage the type of convivial public spaces” (Loukaitou-Sideris,
2012, p. 478). It is important to think about public space as a part of the urban fabric to ensure
that spaces are used well and used in a variety of ways. The call for the end of traditional
public spaces (which are discussed in the following section) by urban designers reinforces the
notion that public spaces can be used to improve connectivity and to create linkages, whilst
encouraging recreation and social interaction.

The Evolution of Public Space
Public space has conventionally been managed at the local government level. Now, there is an
increasing level of involvement from grassroots and non-profit organisations and from the
private sector. Banerjee (2001), suggests that planners today act as advocates for open space
and encourage grassroots initiatives, mediate between the various sectors involved in public
space management and focus on public life rather than public space. Banerjee (2001), also
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recognises the importance of finding creative solutions and even suggests “developing space
under freeway overpasses or on underused roofs of parking structures, sharing the use of
business parking lots, and the like” (Banerjee, 2001, p. 19). Goldman and Gorham (2006) and
MVA Consultancy (2009) argue that more emphasis should be placed on streets and transit
and their design as public spaces. This can occur through the development of shared spaces
(Goldman and Gorham, 2006). Shared spaces, also known as home-zones (Goldman and
Gorham, 2006) generally refer to:
Streetscape designs in urban environments which minimise separation between
pedestrians and vehicles (usually through the presence of a shared level surface)
and the use of signs and markings associated with traditional traffic engineering
(Flow Transportation Specialists, 2012, p. 1).
Goldman and Gorham (2011), also remark that shared spaces can help improve connectivity,
increase social interaction in public spaces and create aesthetically pleasing spaces. “Shared
space represents a deliberate effort to reassert the place status of streets while maintaining
their status link” (MVA Consultancy, 2009, p. 7). Although not infrastructure reuse, shared
spaces show that it is possible for public infrastructure to be used as public space whilst
maintaining their connection in the urban network. Shared spaces recognise the importance of
placemaking, and the role it plays in improving public space.
As will be discussed in the following section, there are arguments that public spaces are now
places of consumption, where those who can afford to consume are brought together and
those who cannot are excluded (Carmona, 2010b). This commercialisation and fragmentation
of space has led to increased private management and surveillance of public space.
Conversely, there are also arguments that public space has been under-managed which has led
to deteriorated and unsafe spaces. Despite the conflict which has been shown to exist, public
spaces are becoming less and less context specific due to the homogenisation of space (Day,
2003).
The homogenisation of space is common, despite urban design principles recognising the
importance of designing spaces which reflect local traditions and which recognise the context
of a place (Day, 2003). Urban designers are no longer tied to a certain place and thus, design
formulae are repeated internationally with little consideration of the local context (Carmona,
2010a). Local governments’ focus has also shifted to provide safe spaces to avoid personal
liability (Carmona, 2010a). As a result, it could be contended that contemporary public spaces
are shifting towards being safe and boring.
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Despite this negative outlook regarding contemporary public space, others have found that
today’s public spaces are used in more active ways, becoming a public forum for direct
cultural exchange and communication (Gehl, 1989). Public space is now a network of
disassociated spaces (Carmona, 2010a) which must provide for a wider range of individuals,
as diversity in the city continues to increase. “Contemporary urban spaces and regulations
need to be more versatile and flexible to fulfill a host of different cultural, educational, and
environmental requirements for multiethnic societies” (Irazabel, 2011, p. 568). As mentioned
in Section 2.3, placemaking can encourage groups to form social connections, reducing the
inequalities which continue to exist in cities.

Privatised Public Space
The public realm provides a place for social interaction and cultural exchange. These spaces
are often called third places or places of social gathering, where civic discourse and
community connections can happen and where the community interacts informally
(Oldenburg, 2001). Public spaces facilitate the interaction of society and promote social,
cultural and economic transactions.
The privatisation of public space can transform an open and accessible space into one which
is exclusionary. Kohn (2004) and Carmona (2010b) describe the commodification of space as:
a process where local governments rent out public space for “commercial events, the sale of
advertising space in and around public space, and ‘café-creep’, or the spread of commercial
interests across the pavements of public spaces” (Carmona, 2010b, p. 137). An increase in
privately owned public spaces such as shopping malls and hotel squares has seen management
transfer from local government to private management. Although local government still has to
permit public space development, their role has changed from provider to enabler (Carmona,
2010b). This can be seen in the increase in private security and the transfer of power to the
private sector which makes it easier to exclude certain groups in the decision making and
development phases, as many developments are privately led urban regeneration schemes
managed by a single developer. Often if community groups are excluded during the
development phase, they will also be excluded as an end user as the space has not considered
their needs (Minton, 2006).
Often over managed public space is privatised or public-private partnership managed urban
infrastructure (Graham, 2001). Public space is often now viewed as a commodity. This has
16

lead to new forms of public space which exclude certain groups. Reused infrastructure can
provide new types of urban space and can include users by acting as a linkage. This is
reinforced by Carmona (2010b) who argues that public space privatisation can facilitate
exchange, and who also acknowledges the importance of contextualising design as “the nature
of contemporary public space is directly affected by the complex socio-economic context
within which it is generated” (Carmona, 2010b, p. 164). Although the disregard for the
surrounding context has led to the homogenisation of public space and trends in privatisation
have been recognised, the diversity in contemporary public space has not been.

Under-Managed Public Spaces
Recently there has been increased interest in lost spaces. These are, the “in-between spaces,
residual, under-utilised and often deteriorating” (Loukaitou‐Sideris, 1996, p. 91). These
spaces are in need of redesign and have been described by Trancik (1986), as spaces which
make no positive contribution to the surrounds or the users of the space. Loukaitou-Sideris
(1996), contends that these spaces have arisen due to poor management, resulting in
abandoned and vacant spaces, spaces such as “the edges of freeways that nobody cares about
maintaining, abandoned waterfronts, train yards, vacated military sites, and industrial
complexes, deteriorated parks and marginal public-housing projects” (Trancik, 1986, pp. 3-4).
These spaces are a prime example of the obsolete infrastructural challenges that face cities
today.
Carmona’s (2010a) research findings show that the general decline in public space is due to
local government shrinkage, changes in land ownership, the privatisation of public land,
private control, and an increasing focus on security and the reliance on the automobile. In
conjunction with these changes, is the increasing level of commercial activity taking place in
what was once strictly public space. Carmona (2010a) also proposes the idea of exclusionary
space. If a space is managed poorly or is left to decline “either physically, or in the
opportunities and activities (social, cultural, political, economic) it offers, then a vicious cycle
of decline may all too easily set in. If people use space less, then there is less incentive to
provide new spaces and maintain existing ones” (Carmona, 2010b, p. 128). If urban
infrastructure is left to degrade, it can negatively affect the surrounding area and create a
space which people avoid and as a result, becomes an exclusionary space (Carmona, 2010b).
With regards to the present research the study seeks to determine whether the current section
of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network and Paddington Reservoir Gardens are examples of under17

managed spaces. If this is the case, the research aims to examine the extent to which the sites
negatively affect the surrounding area.

2.5 Urban Infrastructure
“People commonly envision infrastructure as a system of substrates-railroad lines, pipes and
plumbing, electrical power plants, and wires. It is by definition invisible” (Star, 1999, p. 380)
and is built to increase efficiency and to serve a specific function. Therefore, it is rarely
conceived as a public space. When infrastructure is deemed obsolete due to technological
advancement or a shrinking population it is actively dismantled and reinterpreted (Qviström,
2012). More often, infrastructure systems are being privatised to companies seeking profit or
to public-private partnerships (Graham, 2001). As a result, valuable space is removed from
the public realm. These splintered spaces abandon “the principle of free, open and democratic
access in favour of a policy of actively restraining and excluding those deemed not to
belong” (Graham, 2001, p. 365). Once municipally controlled streets are replaced by private
street spaces and privately controlled public spaces such as shopping malls and enclosed
street spaces are becoming more common. This challenges the notion of public space being
available and accessible to everyone.
The ability of infrastructure to perform generally decreases over time. The most common
response to this has been demolition, as allowing infrastructure to fall into disuse is
unsustainable. An emerging awareness concerning ecological sustainability within land use
planning has reinforced the importance of developing and maintaining disused industrial
buildings (Ball,

2002). Yet the importance of obsolete infrastructure in improving urban

sustainability remains relatively ignored. One reason is that generally, there are negative
connotations with the word obsolete (Ball,

2002). Therefore, ‘obsolete’ needs to be

transformed into a word which is thought about in the context of the possibilities it offers to
improve sustainability, connectivity and livability in the urban environment.

2.6 Adaptive Reuse
The majority of academic literature on adaptive reuse has focused on the adaptive reuse of
buildings and their contribution to urban sustainability. It has been said by Jacobs (1993), that
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the most sustainable buildings are the ones that already exist. Yet it is unclear whether this is
applicable to infrastructure. It is important to note that not all buildings are suitable for reuse
or refurbishment. This is also true for infrastructure. Therefore, it is difficult to identify a
suitable building or piece of infrastructure that will contribute to the built environment and
improve the urban form. Langston et al., (2008), have developed a model to predict building
lifecycle and obsolescence, however, this model is only applicable to buildings and it is
unlikely it can be extended to infrastructure.
It is important to realise that reuse is not always appropriate. Adaptive reuse can be
sustainable, but if done incorrectly can have unsustainable outcomes. There are often key
barriers which make reuse difficult. Both reuse and demolition can be inhibited by heritage
provisions. These regulations can make compliance so difficult that reuse is not feasible. As
identified in research conducted by Langston (2011), there are five key barriers to reuse.
These are: a constraint on creativity compared to redevelopment, estimating social viability,
compliance with building codes, increasing urban density and estimating economic viability.
When looking at infrastructural reuse, it is likely that creative constraints and difficulties in
estimating the social viability of a space are the most important barriers for local governments
considering investing in infrastructural reuse projects. This research seeks to attempt to
understand what barriers exist in the Sydney context for infrastructure reuse projects.

Infrastructure Reuse
There have been several examples of infrastructural reuse, predominantly the adaptive reuse
of transport routes such as highways and railways. Examples include, the New York High
Line Park which will be further discussed in Section 2.7, and Boston’s Big Dig in which the
city’s main arterial route was relocated underground leaving 20 acres of space for conversion
to green space as can be seen in Figure 1 (Banerjee, 2001).
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Figure 1: Before and after shots of the Big Dig project in Boston, MA, USA (Pal, 2007).

The Freeway Park in Seattle also illustrates another creative way of producing new open
space over transport infrastructure (Banerjee, 2001). Figure 2 shows a temporary art
installation on the freeway as part of the third anniversary of its opening.

Figure 2: Creative art installation in Freeway Park, Seattle, WA, USA (Capitol Hill Seattle
Community, 2013).

Although the New York High Line is the foremost example, there have been other visions of
infrastructural repurposing or redevelopment. Toronto wishes to transform its waterfront,
whilst Los Angeles has plans to develop its waterfront but unfortunately, the majority of
“large-scale urban design visions of reclaiming obsolete infrastructures, waterfronts and
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riverfronts or converting brownfields into greenfields are still on the drawing boards years
after their inception” (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012, p. 468). This is largely due to economic or
political constraints. More recently, there has also been an emphasis on landscape
infrastructure. This has focused on “landscape-based integration of the built and natural
environments” (SWA Group, 2013, p. 1) and seeks to incorporate more innovative ways of
“building nature and public amenities into the infrastructure of a city” (SWA Group, 2013, p.
1). Repurposing infrastructure is one way in which public amenity, infrastructure, the built
and the natural environment can converge in an innovative manner to improve the provision
of public spaces.
Adaptive reuse has been used to alleviate the environmental, social and economic
performance of buildings (Bullen and Love, 2010) and can be best described as “a process
that changes a disused or ineffective item into a new item that can be used for a different
purpose” (Bullen and Love, 2010, p. 215). Often renovation or refurbishment is
technologically difficult and costs can be high. Therefore, it is important to note that reuse is
not always preferable and according to Thomsen and van der Flier (2006), should only take
place if the project contributes to ecological sustainability and reduces energy consumption.
Some argue the most successful reuse projects are those that retain the building’s heritage
significance whilst adding a contemporary element which adds value (Bullen and Love,
2010). For the most part, adaptive reuse has focused on heritage buildings, therefore, it is
unclear whether retaining an element of heritage as important in infrastructure reuse. There
has also been some research undertaken on industrial reuse and industrial ruins (Ardeleanu,
2012; Ball, 2002; Clark, 2013; Danielzyk and Wood, 1993; Qviström, 2012). These authors
predominantly focus on the contribution of these projects to urban greening and ecological
restoration. Kullmann (2011), focuses on the non-traditional linear park and how they can act
as tools for revitalisation and as alternative transit routes. Whilst Kennedy et al., (2005), look
at sustainability criteria and indicators in infrastructure decision making and Schilling and
Logan (2008), investigate the impacts the shrinking city phenomenon and technological
advancement have on infrastructure.
Infrastructural spaces can aid in city beautification, revegetation, water and energy
conservation, stormwater management, energy farming, favour pedestrian use and create
additional open space (SWA Group, 2013). It is important to note that for the most part
infrastructure reuse projects have occurred relatively recently and thus, limited literature is
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available which focuses on the outcomes of these projects, except for those that look at their
contribution to urban sustainability or the effect on surrounding property values (Faye and Le
Fur, 2012). Hence, this research seeks to provide a greater understanding into how
infrastructure can improve connectivity and provide additional social spaces in dense urban
environments.

Current Infrastructure Trends
Green infrastructure is a recent trend which has focused on developing sustainable criteria and
indicators in decision making (Sahely et al., 2005). Infrastructure is plagued by two distinct
phenomena. First, infrastructure in shrinking cities, where a decreasing population has led to
abandoned and vacant properties and infrastructure. Current planning models have so far,
largely failed to address abandonment. Conversely, many urban centres continue to
experience population growth. Many of these cities’ infrastructure was constructed in the
1960s and consequently, is now deteriorating. As a result “engineers are faced not only with
the problems of infrastructure rehabilitation but also with an increased demand for
infrastructure development” (Sahely et al., 2005, p. 72). Local government must now
determine whether refurbishment is viable or not, and if it is not, how old infrastructure will
be dealt with.
Traditionally, green infrastructure is defined as, “an interconnected network of green space
that conserves natural ecosystem values and functions and provides associated benefits to
human populations” (Randolph, 2004, p. 98). So far, green infrastructure emphasis has been
on the preservation of green space for ecological functions, as opposed to the possible social
benefits (Qviström, 2012). To improve the quality of our infrastructure, the sustainability
definition in the context of infrastructure reuse needs refinement to cover both environmental
and social benefits to cover connectivity as will be looked at in this research.
The preceding sections of this review have shown that although the reuse of infrastructure is
relatively understudied, a number of key themes have arisen which are applicable to
Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network. These include: using
quality urban design to improve connectivity and social interaction within public spaces,
activating public spaces enough without privatisation, and avoiding under-managed, or
abandoned infrastructural sites as these contribute negatively to the urban environment. The
following section uses the New York City High Line to illustrate some of these central
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concepts in practice, and to investigate the planning processes and stakeholder involvement of
the development to attempt to discover what drives a successful infrastructural reuse as public
space project.

2.7 Best Practice Case Study: New York City High Line
The New York City High Line Park is located on the West side of midtown Manhattan in New
York City. Reopened as a park in 2009, it has attracted worldwide attention and “been praised
by designers, lauded by the press, and trumpeted by politicians” (Broder, 2012, p. 245). Due
to its success, planners are looking to replicate its success elsewhere. Sydney's Ultimo
Pedestrian Network is one such example where the plans seek to repeat a similar urban park
design to improve the pedestrian network in inner city Sydney.

History
The High Line was a 21 km long elevated rail line constructed in the 1930s which ran through
New York (Reid, 2006). This line connected factories and warehouses, allowing trains to enter
buildings, removing the need for street level crossings (Reid, 2006) and was heralded as the
lifeline of New York as it was “an essential artery for the delivery of dairy, meat, and produce
from all over the country” (La Farge, 2012, p. 8). After WWII, manufacturing in New York
City decreased and truck transport increased, which led to some sections of the line being
removed in the 1960s. By 1980, the railway was completely abandoned and in 1991, further
sections of the line were demolished leaving only a 2.3 km section running through the meat
packing district.
Between 1990 and 1999, the High Line was subject to a number of law suits. Local real estate
groups wanted the line to be demolished but the local community opposed removal for fear of
accelerating gentrification in the Chelsea area. In 1999, Friends of the High Line was created
who advocated for the preservation and conversion of the railway line into a unique urban
park (Broder, 2012; Reid, 2006).
In 2002 Friends of the High Line had an economic feasibility study undertaken which
concluded that the park would aid development. This was contrary to the aim of the group
who believed “that the High Line provided protection against gentrification”(Broder, 2012, p.
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247). Despite the Friends of the High Line’s aspirations to halt housing development a
precedent existed: the Promenade Plantèe in Paris which had opened in 1993, and had
facilitated housing growth alongside the walkway (Hardy, 2005). An international design
competition was then held in 2004 and the winning design was chosen by Friends of the High
Line and New York City officials. In November 2005, New York City “acquired the High
Line from CSX Transportation, Inc., of Jacksonville, Florida, the corporate successor to the
New York Central Railroad” (Reid, 2006, p. 16) and construction of the park began in 2006.
Funding for the project was a joint venture between Friends of the High Line, federal and
state departments (Goldberger, 2011) after Friends of the High Line had pursued various
funding schemes including private fundraising events to pay for lawyers, consultants and for
various studies to be undertaken (Broder, 2012). The High Line opened in 2009 and has been
an outstanding success, attracting media, fashion and software companies, art galleries and
restaurants to the Meat Packing District and West Chelsea (La Farge, 2012).

Planning Processes
The High Line redevelopment project was made possible due to innovative political and
public relations strategies, the ability to secure adequate funding, and being located in a
suitable community. Although various stakeholders all had different interests and expected
outcomes, the planning process largely dealt with these requests to achieve a well received
outcome. The details of these will be discussed in further detail in this section.
An important part of the planning process was the rezoning of the Chelsea District. In 2003,
the New York Department of City Planning released the Special West Chelsea Redistricting.
The proposal created the Special West Chelsea District to provide new opportunities for
residential and commercial development, enhance the art gallery district and facilitate the
High Line reuse (NYC Department of City Planning, 2014b). The plan allowed landowners
under the High Line to sell their air rights between 10-11th Avenues and in return, the High
Line would be preserved (Cataldi et al., 2011). The Special West Chelsea Redistricting also
promised art galleries property security by restricting the future use of lots (Cataldi et al.,
2011; Sicha, 2003). This followed on from the 1999 rezoning in which parts of the district
were rezoned from light manufacturing and commercial uses to mixed manufacturingresidential use (NYC Department of City Planning, 2014a). Both property owners and
business owners have benefitted greatly from these changes, with property values increasing
and commercial industry zoning protected.
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The three key stakeholders involved in the High Line project all sought different outcomes.
CSX Transportation-the owners of the line, wanted to sell the line and to be removed of any
liability. If they could be removed of liability they were happy to donate the line to the City
(Broder, 2012). The second key group-the Chelsea Property Owners, wished to see the line
demolished to avoid possible gentrification. The only way they would change their stance was
through up-zoning. Thus, transferable development rights were created which enabled
property owners to sell their transferable development rights or air rights to “non-contiguous
landowners for development away from the sites immediately beneath the trestle” (Broder,
2012, p. 249). The Special West Chelsea Redistricting changes also increased the floor area
ratio and allowed greater height restrictions.
The general community in the area were also against development and gentrification. Most
notably, the affordable housing contingent which was concerned that property values would
increase making it more difficult for middle-low income people to live in the area. To combat
this, the Special West Chelsea Redistricting allocated 30% of the rezoned area as affordable
housing with additional restrictions on density and height provisions. Friends of the High
Line though, recognised that they had not engaged all community members (Svendsen, 2010)
and so, house visits were made in an attempt to reach more members of the community.
Without Friends of the High Line, it is likely that the community contribution would have
been severely reduced and the outcomes and process remarkably different.

Outcomes
Most contend that the High Line has been good for the surrounding district (Broder, 2012;
Cataldi et al., 2011; Goldberger, 2011). From an economic perspective, the park has acted as a
catalyst for private investment in the area, with the residential population increasing by more
than 60%, new building permits doubling, and 29 new large scale development projects have
been initiated (Broder, 2012). This has led to 12,000 new jobs, new residential units, office
space, hotel accommodation and artistic spaces (Broder, 2012). The High Line has become a
key tourist attraction, contributing to increased spending in the area and it is anticipated that
the net benefit to the City will exceed $US900 Million over 20 years (Broder, 2012). Although
the economic benefits are substantial, it appears that development has had the opposite effect
of what was originally intended. The key motivation of Friends of the High Line was to avoid
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gentrification and development in the area. Yet, property values in the are have risen by
between 5-6% and new units have gained 20% more value from 2007-2010 (Broder, 2012).
The High Line development has been celebrated as a great collaborative process by some,
which integrated a range of stakeholders to create an excellent public space for New York
City and although it has been recognised as “the quintessential example of a new urban park,
the governing structure of the park is not particularly new to urban planning” (Svendsen,
2010, p. 110). The High Line is “a product of elite social relationships and market
conditions” (Svendsen, 2010, p. 110) with Friends of the High Line acting as a key actor in
the planning process. It also shows the cyclical nature of private sector involvement in public
space management and is a prime example of hybrid governance in establishing and
managing an urban park. This success is a mixture of progressive planning at a higher level
and several key stakeholders with a high level of involvement. Whether this is also true in the
Sydney context will be determined as part of this research.

2.8 Conclusion
This chapter has shown that good urban design and new urbanism principles can help create
more connected urban environments and better public spaces. Good urban design should
incorporate the wider context in which a space is situated to provide successful public space,
and must be inclusive of all user groups. As discussed, repurposing infrastructure can help
improve the connectivity of a neighbourhood, with the importance of active transport and
connections to public transport being one of the wider contextual issues that must be
considered when having conversations about converting infrastructure to public space. The
role of placemaking in the provision of public space and its role in helping provide urban
connectivity is demonstrated, and shows how important it is to design spaces that promote
social engagement. The current state of public space has shown that there is a shift away from
traditional spaces to spaces that provide useful connections and opportunities for social
interaction. The terms privatisation and under-management have been considered and
reinforce the complexity of contemporary public spaces. Infrastructure and adaptive reuse in
their traditional senses have been defined, with the integration of the two concepts showing
that there is an emerging trend in reusing infrastructure to provide alternative public space.
The New York High Line has then been examined to provide an example of reuse and to
illustrate how planning processes and stakeholder involvement helped realise the project. The
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following themes derived from this chapter will be used to discuss the results of the thesis and
any implications they may have for future infrastructure reuse:
• Good urban design principles for public space
The importance of using quality urban design that is context specific has been recognised, in
particular for ensuring public spaces are well used. Therefore, it is important that the research
investigates the extent to which good urban design principles are focused on in Sydney and
for the two case studies more specifically.

• The importance of connectivity and the wider context in infrastructural reuse
From the literature analysed, two key themes which have arisen are connectivity and context
specific design. These have shown to be key aspects of ensuring the success of public spaces.
As a result, more research needs to be undertaken to determine how the case studies employed
in this research connect to the wider environment.

• Contemporary public spaces
Section 2.4 has shown that there is an increased demand for inner city public space, and that
the interpretation of public space is changing. The research seeks to develop an understanding
into how infrastructure can exist as a more contemporary public space.

• Adaptive reuse of infrastructure
Section 2.6 demonstrated the gap in the literature which exists regarding the reuse of
infrastructure, and highlighted that for the most part, research focuses on the adaptive reuse of
buildings. Consequently, there is a need to investigate further case studies to further
understanding concerning infrastructure reuse.

• Stakeholder engagement
The New York City High Line project emphasized the importance of engaging as many
stakeholders as practicable to ensure a best in practice outcome. For this reason, the
stakeholder involvement surrounding the Goods Line is to be investigated to determine the
extent to which it contributes to, or inhibits the planning process of the development.
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• Planning processes and their political nature
Reviewing the available literature has established that the provision of public space is
especially political. Therefore, the research must investigate the planning processes of the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network and the Goods Line to understand the extent to which the political
nature of planning influence these infrastructural reuse projects.
The following chapter will outline the research approach and methods used to carry out the
research.
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3: Methods
3.1 Introduction
This chapter will outline and justify the methodological approach used to undertake the
research. Section 3.2 provides an overview of the research design employed and the
importance of using both qualitative and quantitative data collection. This is followed by a
description of the primary and secondary data collection methods used. Section 3.4 discusses
the methods of analysis. Finally, the importance of undertaking ethical research and the
limitations of the collection methods used are examined.

3.2 Research Design
The research design is important as it determines the methods used to conduct the research
and how to analyse the results. A mixed methods approach is advantageous as it enables
corroboration of the key findings as will be further discussed in Section 3.3. Qualitative
methods “build on the assumption that certain areas of social life are intrinsically qualitative.
For this reason, qualitative data are not imprecise or deficient but are very
meaningful” (Neuman, 2011, pp. 174-175). Key informant interviews are one form of
qualitative data collection used in this research and help determine key themes and
perspectives to be examined (Neuman, 2011). Qualitative methods are useful in that they are
flexible and allow information to be added or removed as required, for example, using an
open ended interviewing technique depending on the role of the person being interviewed.
These collection methods were used to help obtain a wider variety of results, and to provide
more perspectives so that the aims and objectives of the research can be fully answered.

Quantitative research is that which involves numerical data and can be used to measure
people’s behaviour and attitudes (Creswell, 2013). “Surveys are characterised by a structured
or systematic set of data” (de Vaus, 2002, p. 3). This involves collecting information about the
same characteristics from at least two cases (people) and allows for comparisons to occur.
Surveys are also useful as they produce data which can be easily illustrated in graphs or tables
and can include both closed and open ended questions. This provides for information based
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on a certain theme or topic. Quantitative methods were used in this research in the form of
closed and open ended questions which asked users of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network to
choose from a range of possible answers but also allowed participants to provide more details
if they wished to do so.

3.3 Data Collection
In the present research data collection occurred through both primary and secondary methods.
Secondary methods include a literature review and policy analysis to situate the research
within the local context. Fieldwork comprised of key informant interviews, questionnaires
and a case study approach. By using a range of different methods this allowed triangulation to
occur. Triangulation is the process of collecting information using a variety of methods to
improve the credibility of results and analysis (Neuman, 2011). A multi-method approach
helps improve the quality of the research being undertaken (Kitchin and Tate, 2013) and
ensures comparisons can occur.

This research also used a case study approach. The two cases employed in the research were:
Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network. Case studies incorporate a
range of data gathering methods (Berg, 2001) and can be used for different reasons. In this
research, instrumental case studies were used. According to Berg (2001, p. 229),
“instrumental case studies provide insights into an issue or refine a theoretical explanation.
Often the case becomes secondary to the research and instead, is used to help increase
understanding about a particular theory or problem.” In this research the two case studies are
used to provide an understanding of the general reuse of infrastructure, and were chosen to
analyse and provide more indepth information about how infrastructure can be reused as a
public space, and whether the outcomes on the ground improve the area.

Sydney was chosen as the city in which to explore infrastructural reuse for several reasons.
First, the city has several underused pieces of infrastructure. This includes the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network, many disused underground tunnels, and the recently dismantled Sydney
monorail. This is not dissimilar to other cities both in New Zealand, Australasia, and
internationally. Cities worldwide often remove infrastructure that is no longer useful, or
neglect pieces of infrastructure including railway lines. Furthermore, several studies have
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been undertaken in Sydney most notably by Gehl Architects (2007), which acknowledge the
need for better pedestrian and cycle connections within the City. As a result, the Council has
produced Sustainable Sydney 2030 (City of Sydney Council, 2011): a non-statutory document
which acknowledges the need for better non-automobile reliant networks within inner city
Sydney. The two specific case studies were chosen for the following reasons:

The Ultimo Pedestrian Network is a current example of infrastructural reuse. The South end
of the site has been reused (the project was completed in 2002), and the North end is currently
under construction. The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority is leading a government project
which aims to improve cycling and pedestrian networks in central Sydney. Part of this wider
aim is the North end proposal for the Ultimo Pedestrian Network. This seeks to provide for
public entertainment, recreation and study opportunities, pop up events, and is the first stage
of a larger proposal (Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, 2014b). This case is used to
determine the extent to which projects such as these can help improve the space and make a
more connected neighbourhood.

Paddington Reservoir Gardens was chosen as the second case study as it too is an example of
infrastructural reuse, although remarkably different to the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.
Paddington Reservoir Gardens is used to investigate whether the barriers and opportunities
that the Garden faced still exist, and the extent to which the Garden has had the intended
outcomes. “The project is widely recognised as exemplary, and has received national and
international awards for heritage, landscape architecture and urban design” (Heritage Council
Victoria, 2010, p. 2). Therefore, the research seeks to determine whether the actual outcomes
on the ground improve the area.

3.4 Secondary Research
Literature Review
A comprehensive literature review has been undertaken to gather current knowledge
surrounding the topic and to learn from previous research (Neuman, 2011). A literature review
is important as it outlines prior research, how the current research will add to the existing
body of knowledge and will critique and analyse available research (Knopf, 2006).
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Additionally, reviewing literature helps develop the theoretical framework, suitable methods
for the research and encourages the development of new theories (Davidson and Tolich, 2003;
Webster and Watson, 2002). Prior to conducting fieldwork in Sydney a literature review was
completed which informed the methodological approach used to conduct the research.

Policy Analysis
Analysing the New South Wales government and the City of Sydney’s planning framework is
important to gain an understanding of the local context in which adaptive reuse can occur.
Documents analysed were from federal and state level government (see Chapter 4). These
planning documents were chosen as they have guided, or will guide the future development of
both case studies used in the research. Additionally, the Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision, the
Sydney Development Control Plan 2012, and the Heritage Development Control Plan 2006
were examined as they illustrate future directions for the City of Sydney at the local
government level. It is important to analyse the relevant planning policies as it helps
determine what barriers infrastructural reuse faces, the responsibilities of local authorities,
what steps the city is taking to improve connectivity if any, and how public space is organised
and administered in Sydney.

3.5 Primary Research
Key Informant Interviews
Key informant interviews are used in ethnographic research as one of the primary ways to
collect data (Bernard, 2013). Interviews act as a way to gain specific information and semistructured interviews in particular, are an effective way of uncovering themes or information
which may have been overlooked in more structured research approach (Bernard, 2013). Ten
key informant interviews from a range of stakeholders who were knowledgeable in some
aspect of the research were undertaken. Key informant interviewing took a snowballing
approach, that is, using key informants to locate other participants who are interested in, or
have knowledge in the field and who are willing to participate (Bernard, 2013; Neuman,
2011). Table 1 shows the key informants who contributed to the research and their connection
to the study.
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Table 1: Key Informants interviewed for the study

Key
Informant

Position

Organisation

1

Landscape Architect

City of Sydney Council

2

Architect

Tonkin Zulaikha Greer Architects

3

Committee Members

Paddington Heritage Society

4

Strategic Policy and Planning Manager

Powerhouse Museum

5

Urban Designer and Student

Lean Productions and UTS

6

President

BikeSydney

7

President

Potts Point and Kings Cross
Heritage Conservation Society

8

Landscape Architect (Director)

ASPECT Studios

9

Architect (Director)

CHROFI Architects

10

Strategy and Insights Director

Right Angle Studios

In this research key informant interviews took a semi-structured or semi-standardised
approach. This approach “involves the implementation of a number of predetermined
questions and/or special topics” (Berg, 2001, p. 70) and allows the interviewer to diverge
from the formulated questions and to ask them in any order they wish. This facilitates a much
more flexible approach to interviewing to gain more meaningful information, and enables the
interviewer to redirect the conversation if it is branching too far from the research topic (Hay,
2000). The standard set of open ended questions used for the interviews is available in
Appendix A.

Questionnaire
A questionnaire was developed to determine how the current section of the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network contributes to the connectivity of the surrounding area, the extent to which it is
successful as a public space, and to complement the information gathered through the
observations. The aim of the survey was to determine how people use the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network and how users perceived the public space. The questionnaire was completed by
random members of the public using the space. Thus, the survey needed to be relatively
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simple and short so that it was not time consuming and so that complete answers were
received. A copy of the questionnaire can be viewed in Appendix D.

The survey comprised questions concerning users’ behaviour, how they perceived the park
and whether they thought it could be improved. This took place through a series of closed
format questions where the participant chooses from a set of answers, and open ended
questions where respondents are given the opportunity to provide more details. According to
Bernard (2013, p. 229), “open-ended questions break the monotony for the respondent.” This
is important to ensure that complete answers are received. As can be seen in Appendix A, the
open ended questions have been phrased so that there is still the opportunity to complete the
question with a closed ended answer (yes or no), so that at least some detail is received as
opposed to a blank answer.

The surveys were administered at the Ultimo Pedestrian Network over three days between
16-24 June 2014. Convenience sampling was used-that is, “identifying individuals who are
readily available to participate in a study” (Henry, 2009, p. 81). The respondents were chosen
due to their presence in the Ultimo Pedestrian Network and their willingness to participate. In
total, 30 questionnaires were completed at three different time slots over three days during the
week. The limitations of this method will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.8.

3.6 Data Analysis
“Analysis is the search of patterns in data and for ideas that help explain why those patterns
are there in the first place” (Bernard, 2013, p. 395). Data analysis gives meaning to the
research findings and allows trends to be identified. Analysis differs for each form of data,
particularly between qualitative and quantitative collection methods. It is important to
transform raw data into a more workable form to identify themes within the research and
understand issues which have arisen.

Key Informant Interview Analysis
Undertaking effective data analysis vastly improves the understanding of the data gathered
and the meaning contained within the information (Ruane, 2005). The first stage of qualitative
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data analysis involves transcribing key informant interviews from audio recordings.
Following this the data is organised into key themes. This occurs through coding. Coding is
“analytical, and requires you to review, select, interpret and summarise the
information” (Walliman, 2011, p. 118). It allows the data to be organised into groups based on
key themes identified through the research. This research employed an open coding
technique. That is, coding without a predetermined set of themes. As important themes arise,
categories are generated (Burnard, 1991). This is beneficial as it ensures important findings
that do not fall into a set category are still incorporated into the results. The coded data is then
used to form the basis of the findings of the thesis.

Questionnaire Analysis
The questionnaires used in the research included both qualitative and quantitative questions.
For analysis to occur, surveys were entered into a spread sheet. Quantifiable answers were
counted and qualitative answers coded. Similar to the coding technique used to analyse the
key informant responses, for the additional qualitative responses received as part of the
questionnaire there were no predetermined codes. All additional responses were coded and
similar results were then refined into sub themes. Some of these sub themes were similar to
those developed during interview coding, whilst others were substantially different as they
focused on one particular site and how it was used.

3.7 Ethical Considerations
“Social research has an ethical-moral dimension” (Neuman, 2011, p. 143). Although many
participants may not be concerned with ethics, it is important that the researcher conducts
ethical research to protect the privacy and rights of participants. Creating a mutually
respectful relationship is essential so that valid and useful results are obtained which do not
compromise the researcher or the community in which the research is conducted (Sieber,
2009). There are two main ethical considerations which need to be accounted for in the
research. The first is ensuring that all participants are willing and give their consent to
participate in the research and the second, is ensuring that the final survey used is ethically
sound (de Vaus, 2002). It is important for both key informant interviews and for
questionnaires that participation is voluntary, that there is no obligation to answer all
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questions, and that there are no consequences if a participant wishes to withdraw from the
research (de Vaus, 2002).

Before fieldwork commenced in Sydney ethical approval was gained from the University of
Otago Human Ethics Committee. Key informants are given an information sheet (Appendix
B), talked through the projects aims and objectives and given a consent to sign before any
interviewing starts (Appendix C). Participants are advised that there is no obligation to answer
all questions and can withdraw from the interview if they wish to do so. Informants are asked
whether they prefer to remain anonymous, or would like to be referred to in the final report.
Permission to record the interview is also obtained. For those completing a questionnaire, the
research is briefly explained and information and consent sheets administered. Again it is
reinforced that there are no repercussions for not answering any questions and in this case,
their answers will remain anonymous. This ensures that all informants and survey participants
are aware of the aim of the project, engage in the research process voluntarily and that their
contribution does not cause any harm to them or others.

3.8 Methodological Limitations
Although all attempts were made to create a sound research process there are always
limitations with the methodological framework used. The researcher recognises that the
sample size of both key informants and survey participants is relatively small and as a result,
may not be entirely representative of the views concerning the research topic and for the
surveys- how the Ultimo Pedestrian Network is used. Although the key informants
interviewed represent a number of different opinions, ideally, other stakeholders for example,
a Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority representative and planners from the City of Sydney
would have been interviewed. Unfortunately, relevant people from these organisations were
not available to meet due to busy schedules and thus, their opinions were unable to be
obtained. To counter this problem, the researcher attempted to recruit informants from a
variety of backgrounds to obtain a range of perspectives. It was also very difficult to find
planners who were involved in either project as they no longer worked for the Council or,
were too busy to meet, therefore, the planning knowledge obtained may not be as in depth as
if a planner were asked the same questions.
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The small sample size of surveys is another limitation of the research. Due to the low number
of people who use the space for other purposes (as opposed to a pedestrian corridor), only 30
surveys were completed for the Ultimo Pedestrian Network. The researcher also recognises
that the surveys are not representative of the people who use the Ultimo Pedestrian Network
for several reasons. First, it was not possible to stop people who use the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network as a thoroughfare as they were unwilling to participate, therefore, although the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network is predominantly used as a pedestrian corridor, the surveys are
representative of those who do stay and sit in the space. Furthermore, these people are largely
employees of the buildings surrounding the Ultimo Pedestrian Network (namely the
Australian Broadcasting Corporation and University of Technology Sydney). Another
limitation was that surveying took place between 10am-4pm on three different weekdays. The
researcher decided that although commuters primarily use the space between 7.30-9.30am and
4.30-7.30pm, it was not viable to survey during these times. This was because people using
the space during these hours primarily use the Ultimo Pedestrian Network as a pedestrian
thoroughfare and were unlikely to participate in the questionnaire as they were walking to
another destination and were constrained for time. Furthermore, surveys were not carried out
during weekends due to time constraints.

Finally, the researcher decided that surveying the second case study site (Paddington
Reservoir Gardens) would not add to the research and, therefore, this did not take place. The
Gardens at this time of year (June) had very low patronage, therefore, it would have been
difficult to obtain enough completed surveys. Perhaps, if the research were to be conducted in
summer months it would have been easier to complete a larger number of surveys for both
sites. This may have also influenced the observations of each site completed by the researcher
and the observed activities taking place in each location.

3.9 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined and described the methods used to conduct the research, including
potential limitations of the approaches used. A mixed methods approach has been used to gain
more accurate results. This included primary data collection to gauge stakeholder perspectives
and opinions on the research topic, and user questionnaires of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.
Secondary data collection included a review of academic literature pertaining to the topic and
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an analysis of relevant planning documents in the City of Sydney. Although the researcher has
identified limitations with the methods used, these were due to informants and potential
survey respondents being unavailable or unwilling to participate in the research. The
following chapter will explain the Sydney geographic context with a particular focus on
Ultimo and Paddington-the two areas the case studies are located in. This is followed by an
analysis of the planning framework which has influenced the two developments.
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4: Geographical and
Planning Context
4: Geographical and Planning Context

4.1 Introduction
The extent of success of public spaces created from disused infrastructure would be difficult
to comprehend without analysing the wider Sydney context and in particular, Paddington and
Ultimo in which the case studies are located. It is also important to understand the background
of the sites themselves to recognise their historical importance and their ability to perform as
a public space. This chapter will examine the wider Sydney context in reference to the need
for public space and additional pedestrian and cycle networks, the characteristics of
Paddington and Ultimo, and the history of both Paddington Reservoir and the Ultimo Goods
Line. The latter part of the Chapter will cover the planning documents relevant to the two case
studies employed in the research. This is structured to show the three tiers of government
which exist: federal, state and local. This has been done to illustrate the hierarchy which
exists in planning for the two case studies. Federal level strategic documents influence state
level legislation and non-statutory policies. Planning at the local level by the City of Sydney
must then be consistent with the federal and state level documents.

4.2 City of Sydney
In 2012 the City of Sydney had an estimated resident population of 187,561 (City of Sydney,
2014b). This represented approximately 4% of Greater Sydney’s total population of 4,391,674
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013a). The City is one of the fastest growing regions in
Australia and is expected to reach just over 267,000 by 2030 (City of Sydney, 2014b). For this
research, the City of Sydney is defined by the City of Sydney local government area which
can be seen in Figure 3. In addition to the permanent residential population of the City, there
are an estimated 480,000 visitors and students each day (City of Sydney, 2014a). As the
population in the City continues to grow, the demand for public space will continue to be at a
premium.
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➢
Figure 3: City of Sydney local government jurisdiction (City of Sydney, 2014a).

The City is highly urbanised with a population density of 7,017 people per km² (City of
Sydney, 2014b). Approximately 47% of internal floor space is devoted to business, with
26.6% used for residential purposes (City of Sydney, 2014b). With the projected increase in
permanent residents, the City has recognised that more housing will be required to
accommodate this growth. It is important that this increase in urban renewal does not come at
the expense of public space. Due to the high demand on available space, it may be necessary
to convert former industrial space and spaces dedicated to providing urban infrastructure into
public space, particularly in high density housing areas.

Car ownership within the City is 60%, compared to 87% for the Greater Sydney region (City
of Sydney, 2014b). Furthermore, the average number of cars per household is approximately
half the rate of Greater Sydney (City of Sydney, 2014b). Permanent residents use public
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transport (35%) or active forms of transport such as cycling or walking (32.5%) to reach work
(City of Sydney, 2014b), while 26.3% of residents continue to drive to work (City of Sydney,
2014b). The City of Sydney has recognised that although public and active transport are the
preferred options for movement within the City, the capacity for both public transport, in
particular, trains, and pedestrian and cycle movement is limited. Thus, there is a focus at both
state and local levels to improve the existing transport networks (City of Sydney, 2014d).

4.3 Paddington
Paddington is an inner city eastern suburb of the City of Sydney’s jurisdiction. In 2011
Paddington had a total population of 12,134 people (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013b).
Historically, Paddington was settled as a residential area. Post WWI, the cost of living in
Paddington increased, leading to residential houses being converted into flats which resulted
in a transient population (Thompson, 1980). By the 1950s and 1960s Paddington was less run
down, with houses being restored, property prices rising, and “art galleries, boutiques and
foreign-style delicatessens and restaurants took over rundown or vacant old corner
shops” (Thompson, 1980, p. 21).

Paddington is now known for its heritage terrace housing and has become a boutique
shopping area with lower Oxford Street housing Sydney’s main fashion scene (Destination
NSW, 2014). The area immediately surrounding Paddington Reservoir Gardens is comprised
of terrace housing and light retail. Due to the relatively dense urban form there is little open
space. Paddington lies across two local government areas, City of Sydney and Woollahra
Municipal Council (The Paddington Society, 2014). Paddington Reservoir Gardens falls
within the jurisdiction of the City of Sydney.

Paddington Reservoir Gardens
The Paddington Reservoir was constructed in two stages (1866 and 1877) and stored water
until 1899 (Tanner Architects, 2006). This provided a water source for residential suburbs
which had previously been very poorly serviced. The different years of construction account
for the differences in materials in the eastern and western chambers. After the site was
decommissioned in 1899 the Metropolitan Board of Water Supply and Sewerage used the site
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to store its pipes (Tanner Architects, 2006). From 1910 onwards, “the site was also used by
the Water Board’s Motor Branch” (Tanner Architects, 2006, p. 6). In 1926, the eastern
chamber was converted to provide garaging, with some timber columns removed and
additional steel beams inserted to strengthen and allow for vehicle circulation (Tanner
Architects, 2006). In 1934 the reservoir was sold to Paddington Municipal Council, with the
Water Board continuing to use the eastern chamber until the late 1950s. Between 1934-1990
the western chamber was leased to a commercial motor garage operator (Tanner Architects,
2006). Above the reservoir a public reserve was created. This was known as Reservoir
Reserve or Reservoir Gardens (see Figure 4). This came about in the 1930s due to the parks
and gardens movement which recognised the need for open space to improve the health of
residents living in overcrowded suburbs such as Paddington (Tanner Architects, 2006).

Figure 4: Aerial view of the Reservoir Reserve in 1964 (City of Sydney Archives, 1964).

Between 1953-1984 there were a number of proposals for the site including demolition, a
depot for the Council’s Parks Department, a baby health care centre, and a swimming pool
with a car park below. These did not occur, largely due to concerns raised by the local
community about the heritage value of the site (Tanner Architects, 2006). In 1990, a section of
the roof over the western chamber collapsed (see Figure 5). This forced the closure of the site
and in 2003, the City of Sydney gained control of the site. In 2006 a proposal for
redevelopment was submitted, with construction taking place from 2007-2008.
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Figure 5: Collapse of part of the western chamber of Reservoir Reserve (Pearce, 1990, July 1).

Paddington Reservoir Gardens now serves as a passive public space for the area and has won
the Australian Award for Urban Design (2009) (City of Sydney, 2014c). The site is listed as a
heritage item of state significance due to its role in Sydney’s water supply, and its “historical
development as an early and major piece of town infrastructure” (Tanner Architects, 2006, p.
10).

4.4 Ultimo
Ultimo is located west of Darling Harbour (see Figure 6) and is home to a number of large
institutions including, the Powerhouse Museum, the Australian Broadcasting Corporation,
Technical and Further Education New South Wales (TAFE) and the University of Technology
Sydney. Sydney’s Central Station is located to the south of Ultimo and to the south-east is
Sydney’s Chinatown. With a permanent residential population of 7,111 (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2014) the area is non residential in character.
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➢
Figure 6: Location of the Ultimo precinct in inner city Sydney (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2014).

By 1891 Ultimo and neighbouring Pyrmont had become the most densely populated areas in
NSW (Powerhouse Museum, 2014). During this period both Ultimo and Pyrmont were
industrial suburbs with a combined population of 19,177 (Powerhouse Museum, 2014).
Industry included wool stores, power stations, mills, wharves and railway yards and a sugar
refinery. The Powerhouse Museum opened in 1893 (then the Technological Museum) and in
1926 public housing was constructed in the area (Powerhouse Museum, 2014).

Since the industrial phase of Ultimo, the area has been “identified as suitable for high-density
housing” (Powerhouse Museum, 2014, p. 1). Currently, maintaining a sense of community
and preserving local heritage have been identified as key challenges for the area. During the
1970s-1990s motorway developments threatened to destroy the sense of community that
existed, with a number of protests occurring during this time against the demolition of terrace
houses in Ultimo.
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Since 2004 Ultimo has undergone redevelopment on a large scale. The area is home to the
transfer of information and technology and is largely inhabited by young professionals
(Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, 2004). There is a mixed approach to housing including
old terrace housing, affordable units and medium-density apartments (Sydney Harbour
Foreshore Authority, 2004). Although there has been a focus on providing public spaces
within the Ultimo-Pyrmont area these spaces are close to the waterfront, with minimal open
space within Ultimo itself. Therefore, this study is pertinent in ensuring more public space is
developed which is of a high standard and improves the Ultimo neighbourhood.

Ultimo is heavily dominated by several main roads including Harris Street, Parramatta Rd,
Ultimo Rd, Wattle St and William Henry St (Figure 7). Although Ultimo is easily accessible
by public transport, particularly light rail and train, the area continues to be dominated by
private transport. Pedestrian and cycle routes are also limited. The Ultimo Pedestrian Network
aims to help provide additional pedestrian and cycle ways whilst contributing to the provision

➢

of public space.

Main arterial roads

Ultimo Pedestrian
Network

Ultimo area
Figure 7: Ultimo District (Google Maps, 2014).
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Ultimo Pedestrian Network
The Ultimo Pedestrian Network, also called the Goods Line is a Sydney Harbour Foreshore
Authority led project which aims to provide additional cycling and pedestrian infrastructure
from Railway Square to Darling Harbour. Additionally, it also seeks to be a new public space
which will allow for entertainment, recreation and study activities (Sydney Harbour Foreshore
Authority, 2014b).

The Darling Harbour rail corridor which opened in 1855 was part of the first railway line
constructed in NSW (Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, 2014a). The Ultimo Road bridge
which connects the southern and northern parts of the line was also constructed in the 1850s.
It is unknown if prior to this there was Aboriginal occupation, although it is possible due to
the sites close proximity to the harbour and a stream in the area which could have served as a
water source (Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, 2014a). The line was then used to
transport primary goods from Darling Harbour. The 1960s saw much of the industry in
Ultimo and Pyrmont move out of Sydney and road transport popularised over rail transport.
Since the 1980s the line has not been used apart from bringing engines alongside the
Powerhouse Museum. The Ultimo Road Railway Underbridge was deemed unsafe in 2005
and thus, engines cannot pass over the bridge (see Figure 8). A structural assessment
determined it was structurally sound for pedestrians and cyclists, therefore, the bridge will be
incorporated into the overall development of the area (NSW Government Environment and
Heritage, 2014).
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Figure 8: The State Heritage listed Ultimo Road Railway Underbridge (Personal Collection,
2014).

The Goods Line is approximately 500m long and runs from the Ultimo Road Railway
Underbridge from Central Station to the Powerhouse Museum as can be seen in Figure 9. The
development is to be completed in two stages: the Goods Line North (estimated finish
November 2014) and the Goods Line South (no estimated finish date). The design for the
Northern section has been awarded to a joint partnership between ASPECT and CHROFI
studios, and aims to integrate the original heritage of the rail corridor.
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Wider connections
Central Station

Ultimo Pedestrian Network
Green space

Figure 9: Location of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network (ASPECT Studios, 2014).

The line is historically significant as it was part of the first railway to open in NSW (Sydney
Harbour Foreshore Authority, 2014a). The Ultimo Road Railway Underbridge is listed on the
State Heritage Register under section 170 of the NSW Heritage Act 1977 and has been
granted a development application by the then planning Minister, Brad Hazzard (Minister for
Planning and Infrastructure, 2014). It is also recognised that it is important to reflect the
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industrial character of the area. The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority has identified the
following themes which should be recognised in development of the area:
Table 2: Themes to be recognised in the development of the Goods Line (Sydney Harbour
Foreshore Authority, 2014a).

Australian Theme

NSW Theme

Developing local, regional
and national economies

Activities associated with the moving of people and goods
from one place to another, and systems for the provision of
such movements.

Developing local, regional
and national economies

Activities associated with the manufacture, production and
distribution of goods.

Developing local, regional
and national economies

Activities and processes associated with the knowledge or
use of mechanical arts and applied sciences.

At the national level, the resounding theme is the focus on developing the economy
throughout Australia. This theme is particularly abstract and it is not until the various themes
are examined at the state level that they become evident in the plans for the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network. The Goods Line seeks to move people from one place to another, or multiple places,
with wider connections to public transport modes. Furthermore, the development aims to
build in the ideas surrounding the distribution of goods and the manufacturing and industrial
past. Additionally, the Powerhouse Museum, University of Technology Sydney, and Technical
and Further Education NSW surround the site. These institutions are all knowledge based
activities. At a state level activities associated with knowledge are encouraged.

4.5 Conclusion
The preceding sections of Chapter 4 have outlined the pressure for public space in Sydney
and the need for more pedestrian and cycle networks. Inner city suburbs Paddington and
Ultimo have been discussed to provide context for Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network. The two sites have then been examined so that their role as a
public space can be placed in their wider historical context. The following sections will
discuss the City of Sydney’s planning framework in relation to the two case studies used in
the research and how they facilitate the use of the sites as public space.
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4.6 Planning Framework
This section will examine the legislative and planning mechanisms which facilitate the
development of public space in the City of Sydney. It will analyse the extent to which
infrastructure faces any additional planning barriers for adaptive reuse, and whether strategic
documents facilitate the development of non-traditional public spaces out of infrastructure.
Figure 10 shows the statutory and non-statutory planning documents that regulate
development in the City of Sydney, and the relationship between each document. The
remainder of the section will discuss the importance of these documents in respect to the two
case studies used in the research: Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network.

Establishes
Must give effect to
Provides Guidance
Figure 10: The relationships within the City of Sydney’s current planning framework.

The diagram above illustrates the hierarchy of planning within Sydney. At the national level,
there are two non-statutory documents: The National Urban Policy (Australian Government,
2011b), and the Urban Design Protocol (Australian Government, 2011a). These two
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documents provide guidance throughout Australia. State level planning in New South Wales is
guided by three statutory documents: the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation
2000 which outlines in detail planning controls for development. These must adhere to the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EPA 1979). The New South Wales
Heritage Act 1977 also identifies and protects state listed heritage items. The EPA 1979
establishes state environmental planning policies and the Sydney Local Environmental Plan
2012. These documents are also prepared by the Government of New South Wales. At the
local level, the City of Sydney Council has produced three documents which are relevant to
this research. The Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 and the Heritage Development
Control Plan 2006 are legislative documents which must adhere to state level legislation.
Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision is a non-statutory document which has a range of policies to
guide development in Sydney, but has no legal effect.

4.6.1 Planning at the Federal Level
Australia has an extensive planning framework which affects development at both state and
local government levels. This occurs through the implementation of plans administered by the
state government that establish planning regulations and legislation. At the national level, the
Australian Government provides guidance on matters of national significance to provide a
national approach to the planning and management of Australian cities. This section will
examine two national documents: the National Urban Policy (Australian Government, 2011b)
and the Urban Design Protocol (Australian Government, 2011a).

Our Cities, Our Future - A National Urban Policy 2011
Our Cities, Our Future - A National Urban Policy for a productive, sustainable and livable
future (2011) recognises that the Australian Government has a role to play in the planning and
management of Australian cities. The National Urban Policy guides policy development
through a range of goals, objectives and principles (Figure 11).
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Figure 11: The National Urban Policy goals, objectives and policies (Australian Government,
2011b, p. 18).

Several objectives relate to the provision of public space, connectivity and infrastructure:
• Integrate land use and infrastructure (Objective 2)
• Improve the efficiency of urban infrastructure (Objective 3)
• Protect and sustain our natural and built environments (Objective 4)
• Improve accessibility and reduce dependence on private vehicles (Objective 10)
• Support community wellbeing (Objective 11)
Methods articulated in the document to achieve objectives two and three include supporting
“projects which incorporate walking and cycling infrastructure to enhance local networks” (p.
32). However, methods to achieve these two objectives primarily focus on constructing new
rail and road networks. Methods to achieve improved accessibility, better community well
being and to protect the environment include funding capital projects which support urban
development, renewal projects that reduce costs and improve access to transport, encouraging
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development which promotes cycling and walking, and providing high quality public spaces.
The Ultimo Pedestrian Network is an example of an urban renewal development which seeks
to promote cycling and walking, improve access to public transport, and provide high quality
public space. Paddington Reservoir Gardens is another example of a renewal project which
seeks to provide high quality public space. The National Urban Policy also encourages
adaptive reuse and community infrastructure such as public space. For adaptive reuse projects
such as the Goods Line and Paddington Reservoir Gardens, there is an attempt to balance
multiple forms of transport and to improve public space, providing additional challenges for
planners and designers.

Creating Places for People: An Urban Design Protocol for
Australian Cities (2011)
The Urban Design Protocol demonstrates the Australian Government’s commitment to
quality urban design outcomes. The Protocol provides broad principles for urban design
which “take into account the unique characteristics of a location and its community, and
encourages excellence in the design and custodianship of urban places” (p. vi). The Protocol
recognises that planning, design and management must be of a high standard to support cities
and the management of the built environment. To do this, the Protocol has adopted five
foundation pillars, to be: productive, sustainable, liveable, to demonstrate excellent
leadership, and promote design excellence.

Figure 12: The twelve principles of the Urban Design Protocol (Australian Government, 2011a,
p. 17).
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These principles are important for this research, as they are then in theory implemented
through strategic policies and statutory plans at the state and local level. Planning at both
these levels influences public space provision in the City of Sydney through the Government
of New South Wales, and the City of Sydney Council. Similar trends are evident in state and
local level policy as will be shown in Section 4.6.2 and Section 4.6.3.

4.6.2 State Level Legislative Planning Mechanisms
Planning at the state level is important, particularly in the provision of public spaces. The
state is also heavily involved in the provision and decommissioning of infrastructure. Because
infrastructure is often managed by the state and as a result is on public land, converting
infrastructure to public space is in someways logical as it retains the space in the public realm.
The following sections investigate the legislative planning mechanisms employed by the
Government of New South Wales. These specific controls are important for the two case
studies, as the legislation governs all land use development in Sydney, and places restrictions
on what can be undertaken in the City. The New South Wales Heritage Act 2000 places
additional restrictions on heritage listed sites. This is relevant for both the case studies
employed in the research as they both have historical significance.

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
The purpose of the New South Wales Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(EPA) under Section 5 is to encourage:
The proper management, development and conservation of natural and artificial
resources, including agricultural land, natural areas, forests, minerals, water,
cities, towns and villages for the purpose of promoting the social and economic
welfare of the community and a better environment.
This is important because all land use, including the two case studies employed in this
research fall under this legislation. The Act also seeks to: (ii) promote the economic use and
development of land, (iii) protect, promote and coordinate communication and utility services,
(iv) provide public land, (v) provide community services and facilities, (vi) protect the
environment including ecological communities and their habitats (vii) encourage ecologically
sustainable development and (viii) provide affordable housing. The responsibility for
environmental planning is to be shared between the different levels of government (b) and
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must encourage and provide for increased opportunities for public involvement in planning
decisions (c). This piece of legislation is important, as both case studies employed in the
research had to gain development control approval which also met the purpose of the EPA
1979 under Section 5, and encourage the various matters which were listed above.

In terms of land use development Section 24 outlines the creation of environmental planning
instruments. This includes state environmental planning policies and local environmental
plans. These are made by the Governor and Minister respectively. State environmental
planning policies cover issues significant to the state. Each local government area has a local
environmental plan to guide development and protect natural resources. These are prepared
by local councils. Under section 74C of the EPA 1979, local councils can prepare
development control plans to provide for section 5 of the EPA 1979. The purpose of a
development control plan is to: give effect to any environmental planning instruments,
facilitate land use development and achieve zoning (section 74B). A development control plan
is a non-statutory document that supports the local environmental plan and has more detailed
planning and design guidelines. Under Section 24 of the EPA 1979, the Sydney Local
Environmental Plan 2012 has been created to cover issues significant to the state and to
govern land use in the City of Sydney.

Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012
The Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 aims to “make local environmental planning
provisions for land in the City of Sydney in accordance with the relevant standard
environmental planning instrument under section 33A of the Act” (EPA 1979). As will be
discussed in section 5.4.1, the Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 gives further planning
and design guidelines to govern land use in the City. The Local Environmental Plan creates
land use zones, development standards, classifications for exempt and complying
developments and provides provisions for parking, foreshore development and affordable
housing. The development controls must comply with the standards under the Local
Environmental Plan and the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.
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Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000
Both Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Goods Line must also comply with the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. The Regulation covers the
development control plan process, development applications, the public participation process,
building code matters and guidelines for environmental impact statements. All development
applications must comply with the regulations specified. Part 10 of the Regulation covers
state significant infrastructure. State significant infrastructure is approved by the Minister for
Planning: the Goods Line falls within this category. This is relevant because the Minister of
Planning approved the Goods Line, and the state has an integral role through the Sydney
Harbour Foreshore Authority who owns the land and is funding the project. The role of the
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority will be discussed further in Chapter 7. The relevance of
having a driving body at the state level is also investigated when comparing the planning
processes for both Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Goods Line in Chapter 7.

New South Wales Heritage Act 1977
The object of the New South Wales Heritage Act 1977 (Section 3) is to promote an
understanding of the States’s heritage, encourage conservation, provide for identification and
registration of heritage items, protect and provide assistance for owners of items of state
heritage significance, and most importantly for this research: (e) to encourage the adaptive
reuse of items of state heritage significance. The Act outlines the role of the Heritage Council
and the State Heritage Register. This Act is important as both case studies used in this
research are listed under the State Heritage Register and, therefore, may be required to have a
conservation management plan under section 38A of the Act. Paddington Reservoir Gardens
has a conservation management plan because it is on public land and is also a listed item. A
conservation management plan identifies the item of significance and sets out policies and
strategies to retain the item. The relevance of this is further detailed in Chapter 7.

This section has outlined the legislative planning mechanisms which are relevant for the
development of the two case studies in Sydney. Although legislative planning instruments are
the most common way to guide development, there are also a range of non legislative
planning policies which also provide direction. These of which are discussed in the following
section.
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4.6.3 Non Legislative Planning Instruments
Currently there are a number of non legislative draft strategies and policies for the City. These
include the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036, Sydney City Centre Access Strategy 2013,
Eastern Sydney and Eastern Sydney and the Inner West Regional Action Plan as part of the
wider NSW 2021 (10 year plan). These documents seek to provide additional planning
direction at the strategic level. As the current planning system is under review in New South
Wales and the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036 is to be replaced, it is not relevant to
discuss the role of this document in the provision of public space. The other two documents:
Sydney City Centre Access Strategy 2013 and Eastern Sydney and Inner West Regional Action
Plan both seek to improve transport connections including pedestrian and cycle linkages and
housing standards. This is particularly pertinent for the Goods Line, which seeks to provide
pedestrian and cycle linkages and improve transport connections.

4.6.4 Local Government Planning Framework: City of Sydney
Council
The local government delivers planning for the City of Sydney. All local level documents
must adhere to policies at the state and federal level. The City of Sydney Council governs the
land which both the Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Goods Line are situated on.
Therefore, there are three documents which have been drafted by the Council and are relevant
to the case studies. These are: the Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision, the Sydney Development
Control Plan 2012, and the Heritage Development Control Plan 2006.

Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision
The Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision is a non-statutory document which seeks to provide
guidance for the city’s growth and is based off three key principles: Green, global and
connected. Sustainable Sydney is particularly focused on improving active transport,
connectivity within the inner city and providing additional public spaces. Sustainable Sydney
recognises that due to the complexity of governance it is difficult to “organise and co-ordinate
improvements” (p. 17). Despite this, a long term strategic document can help achieve a more
livable, workable and sustainable city.
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Sustainable Sydney has five ‘big moves’ for the City. The ones important to this research are
(p. 36):
• A livable green network: Continuous green corridors integrated with liveable
streets, providing dedicated pedestrian and cycle ways and new ways to explore
the City and its Villages.
• Activity hubs as a focus for the City’s village communities and transport:
Sustainable places for communities in the City’s distinctive Villages to meet,
create, learn, work and shop.
• Transformative development and sustainable renewal: Initiatives to re-make the
City, including energy and water efficient infrastructure, affordable housing,
high quality public space and design and access to essential transport choices.
These moves demonstrate the drive Sydney has to provide active public spaces which help
connect places within the City, to encourage public and active transport, and to transform the
city into a more sustainable one. This study investigates a public space that seeks to be active
and connect places (the Goods Line) and additionally, both cases attempt to contribute to a
more sustainable Sydney.

Transforming infrastructure into public space can help create a more livable green network as
identified as a central goal by Sustainable Sydney. The Vision recognises that livable green
networks are “made up of streets and lanes with pedestrian priority” (p. 51). The Ultimo
Pedestrian Network can be a space with both pedestrian and cycle prioritised but can also
provide a key link to public transport (rail). Although the Ultimo Pedestrian Network is a
relatively small link, if more disused infrastructure were to be used it could help link larger
pedestrian and cycle networks across the City.

The Vision recognises “to be a truly ‘Connected City’ people must be able to get around
easily and meet face to face....(through) separate cycle paths, shared footpaths, streets lined
with trees, reduced vehicle flows” (p. 51). Providing public space which can also act as an
active transport corridor can help facilitate these face to face meetings. In particular, the
Vision has recognised the need for improvements to the green network between Pyrmont and
Centennial Park. Both the Goods Line and Paddington Reservoir Gardens could help
contribute to this network as evident in Figure 13.
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➢
The Goods Line
Centennial Park

Paddington Reservoir Gardens
Pyrmont Park

Figure 13: Sustainable Sydney 2030 potential green corridors (City of Sydney, 2008, p. 49).

Sustainable Sydney provides 10 strategic directions for the City. Each direction has a number
of objectives and actions which will be used to achieve each direction. Direction 4: A City for
pedestrians and cyclists is to be achieved through the following objectives:

• Objective 4.1: Develop a network of safe, linked pedestrian and cycle paths
integrated with green spaces throughout both the City and inner Sydney (p. 90).
• Objective 4.2: Give greater priority to cycle and pedestrian movements and
amenity in the City Centre (p. 91).
• Objective 4.3: Promote green travel for major workplaces and venues in the City
(p. 91).
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The actions to implement these objectives do not include looking at unused railway tunnels,
rail line, roading or bridges and how these could be used as alternative cycle and pedestrian
routes, despite these spaces being able to contribute spaces to achieve all three of these
objectives in conjunction with quality urban design.

Direction 5: A lively engaging City Centre aims to “strengthen the City’s public domain
identity and create more places for meeting, rest and leisure” (p. 96) and seeks to strengthen
precincts in the City. Actions to achieve this direction include developing a public space
strategy, connecting public spaces with active and public transport networks, preserving fine
grain development and particularly important for infrastructure reuse-Action 5.3.3:
“Investigate use of underground spaces for cultural venues, public art and exhibition spaces,
entertainment and hospitality” (p. 96). This could be extended to investigate not only
underground spaces but more widely disused spaces, and further expanded to include public
spaces and active transport corridors.

Direction 9: Sustainable development, renewal and design, recognises the importance of
quality urban design. As part of this Objective 9.1 seeks to: “Define and improve the City’s
streets, squares, parks and open space, and enhance their role for pedestrians and in public
life” (p. 120) and acknowledge the need for public spaces which provide for pedestrians.
Providing spaces which differ from traditional public spaces i.e, parks and plazas can help
facilitate and enhance the role for pedestrians in public life by providing new and different
spaces which can act as public spaces and as corridors for active forms of transport.

As shown, the Sustainable Sydney 2030 Vision sets out a number of desired outcomes the
Council wishes to achieve. There is a real focus on public space, improving connectivity and
creating green corridors within the City of Sydney. Reusing infrastructure as public space can
help facilitate these outcomes, and although at present they are not included in the Vision for
Sydney, the progressive nature of the document could allow for these types of projects. This is
illustrated through Boston’s Big Dig project (also see Chapter 2) as a case study within the
document which illustrates the provision of public space on what was previously a motorway.
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Sydney Development Control Plan 2012
The Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 has been made in accordance with section 74C
of the EPA 1979 and must be read in conjunction with the Sydney Local Environmental Plan
2012. The Plan outlines a number of special character areas which are considered to be of
significance and important to the identity and quality of Central Sydney due to their character,
heritage, streetscape, public domain, cultural significance or public identity. The Plan also
outlines objectives, provisions and rules to guide land use development. The Plan details the
development application process for all projects unless they are classified as an advertised
development, designated development, state significant development or an integrated
development. Both cases used in this research did not fall under these groups and so
development applications were submitted and approved by the City of Sydney Council.

Paddington Reservoir Gardens falls within the South Paddington special character area. The
Plan recognises the need to retain the heritage character of the area, support pocket parks and
high quality design. The principles of the area are primarily focused on heritage retention and
maintaining the low rise built form.

The Goods Line falls within Special Character Area 2.12.4: Student Precinct. The area seeks
to maintain the institutional character of the area and to encourage suitable mixed uses.
Specifically the Council recognises that “suitable mixed-uses are to serve the student and
working population and create a lively and active interface with the street and Ultimo
Pedestrian Network” (p. 158). The importance of adaptive reuse is realised in particular
through the following principles:
(h) Provide east-west connections between Harris Street and Bijou Lane to improve
pedestrian and bike connectivity with railway square and the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network.
(i) Provide passive surveillance with active frontages on the Ultimo Pedestrian Network
ensuring pedestrian activity at street level.
(j) Provide pedestrian and bike connections through sites between Harris Street and
Jones Street, and Broadway and Jones Street (p. 159).
This demonstrates that the City of Sydney realises the potential in the Goods Line and has
actively addressed it in its planning framework.
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The general provisions for public open spaces and pedestrian and cycle paths in Sydney
reinforce the need for well designed safe pedestrian and cycle networks and routes which
reach key destinations. The Plan seeks to limit the number of over and under passes and
instead promotes paths at street level so that they interact with street life and public space.
The public space objectives aim to provide high quality design outcomes, and both passive
and active spaces. The importance of active street frontages and fine grain urban design are
also acknowledged. To promote excellence in design, developments with a capital value of
more than $100,000,000 must go through a design competition. Further details are outlined in
the Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 and the City of Sydney Competitive Design Policy.

Despite the numerous policies and objectives, the two cases used in this research are subject
to additional controls due to their heritage listings. Therefore, they must also meet additional
objectives and provisions under the Heritage Development Control Plan 2006. This makes the
reuse of infrastructure challenging, as many priorities must be balanced. The planning process
for each case study are further discussed in Chapter 7.

Heritage Development Control Plan 2006
The Heritage Development Control Plan 2006 provides objectives and provisions for the
development of items of heritage significance and aims to “ensure that development
applications for heritage items and works within heritage conservation areas and heritage
streetscapes are assessed on the basis of heritage significance and desired heritage
outcomes” (p. 1). The two underlying principles of the Heritage Control Plan are that:
• Change should be based on an understanding of heritage significance; and
• The level of change should respect the heritage significance of the item, building site,
streetscape and/or area (p. 1).
The Heritage Control Plan applies to all heritage items listed on the State Heritage Register
or any Local Environmental Plan, any site within a heritage conservation area or streetscape
and to any site older than 50 years requiring a heritage impact statement. Both the Paddington
Reservoir Gardens and the Goods Line are State Registered Heritage Items and, therefore, are
subject to the Heritage Control Plan and further heritage restrictions under the New South
Wales Heritage Act 1977 and additionally, require conservation management plans. Sites such
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as the two used for this research are difficult, as the Heritage Control Plan refers largely to
buildings although, Section 14.6 refers to warehouses and industrial buildings and
acknowledges the need for sympathetic adaptive reuse. There is also a specific reference to
the Ultimo district and its industrial character. Although this document poses additional
challenges to consider, drawing on the character of a surrounding neighbourhood or an
individual site can also be advantageous as mentioned by key informants and illustrated in
Chapter 7.

4.6.5 Conclusion
Sydney’s planning framework is complex. This is recognised by the Government of New
South Wales. This section has given an insight into the various legislative and non-statutory
planning documents which guide development in the City of Sydney, and highlighted key
themes which inhibit or enable the types of projects this thesis is concerned with. It has shown
that planning for Sydney seeks to encourage active transport networks, retain heritage
characteristics, and to encourage public space and adaptive reuse, but that regarding
infrastructure, the primary focus is still to improve efficiency. The importance of using quality
urban design has also been recognised by a number of documents and bodes well for
providing high quality spaces such as the Ultimo Pedestrian Network and Paddington
Reservoir Gardens.
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5: Results and Discussion
Urban Design
5: Results and Discussion- Urban Design

5.1 Introduction
This chapter investigates how well public spaces are being designed to address research
objective 1: To understand how infrastructure can be reused as public space and to answer
objective 2: To determine the extent to which adaptive reuse of infrastructure can help
improve the connectivity of an area. Results from key informant interviews and Ultimo
Pedestrian Network surveys are used to discuss urban design principles including fine grain
design, stickability, and placemaking in the provision of public space in Sydney. Although
these are not traditional urban design themes common in policy documents and in the
literature, these themes were chosen as they were mentioned by key informants as important
emerging themes in the field of urban design.

5.2 Urban Design
The importance of quality urban design in the provision of public space has been widely
recognised (Appleyard and Jacobs, 1982; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012; Tibbalds, 2012) and a key
challenge for urban designers is connecting the spaces between buildings. As identified by
Irazabel (2011), designers can use informal spaces such as transport corridors and various
other pieces of infrastructure to create additional public spaces and to connect existing spaces.
Achieving quality urban design was recognised by informants as difficult, as there are a
number of design challenges in Sydney. Informants also recognised that providing quality
physical design is only one aspect of a proposal.
Physical design is one dimension....It’s really....[the] physical ideas and how
they’re linked to the way people perceive what it (the space) is, and the stories we
create with those physical designs that can help change and shape dialogue....that
also has an influence on how people perceive what [an] area could be and
eventually, what it hopefully becomes, not just as a physical thing but how people
use it [and] how people interact with it, how people identify themselves around it
and around the precinct (Key Informant 9).
This reinforces the theory behind ‘everyday urbanism’ (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012), in which
the importance of the social content and spaces of everyday life are exemplified. The
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importance of the interactions between people, space, and the surrounding context were
recognised by informants and in addition, the importance of designing a space which was
flexible enough for a range of activities and users was exemplified. This can only occur
through understanding the surrounding urban fabric and creating additional connections.

The importance of integrated design was recognised by Key Informant 6, who also recognised
that it was important not to focus too much on adaptive reuse. “Australia thinks that what
that’s about is repatriating or tacking on, [a] backward engineering response....what it’s about
is carte blanche, clean slate when you design anything.” Conversely, Key Informant 2
accepted that having anything on site completely changes the angle urban designers come
from. “It’s a completely different paradigm and I think there’s much more opportunity in that
than there is in a blank site because it’s something to work with....there’s this whole other
layer and association of memory with it.” This poses an additional challenge for designers
who must understand the surrounding urban fabric and the deeper heritage perspective, or
associations with the site. Understanding the context of the site is important so that
homogenous urban design does not occur as is discussed in Chapter 2.

Fine Grain Design
The importance of fine grain design was recognised by a number of informants. “Fine grain is
a term that describes the small scale spaces, which provide a vital layer of lower cost, diverse
and often specialised activities within a place” (Allchin, 2013, p. 8). Fine grain activities can
occur at a range of scales, and encourage diversity in urban settings. In Sydney, it was
recognised that finer grain design elements have emerged in the City.
The amount of public art or these quirky little spaces that people get, I guess, it
starts to have visibility and then it sort of creates a desire and that sort of
[encourages] other cities and designers to try different things out. So it seems to
be a self feeding sort of thing and there seems to be something there (Key
Informant 9).
This was also acknowledged by Key Informant 1 who stated: “People are interested in fine
grain and that little hidden cafe or bar that you find that’s not named and you only find out
about it through a friend....that sort of thing.” Despite fine grain being identified as something
that was becoming increasingly important, informants recognised that the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network and Paddington Reservoir Gardens both lacked this quality. Referring to Paddington
Reservoir Gardens Key Informant 1 stated: “We’re still negotiating with land owners to
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provide that fine grain permeability through the park and down into its neighbourhood as
well.” It was also recognised that the garden was not well connected to the neighbourhood
and that fine grain design mechanisms could help improve this missing link. Similarly, Key
Informant 5 referring to the Ultimo Pedestrian Network stated:
I think what’s missing is this fine grain idea about it....these are big monolithic
organisations [surrounding the site] and they....they don’t often leave room for all
the kinds of things that feed off of those institutions in a kind of ecological sense.
The university is surrounded by cafes and restaurants and funny little electronics
shops selling dongles to IT students and all that stuff that happens....to me that’s
an interesting thing to think about.
Finer grain aspects that could be encouraged on the Goods Line included: pop up shops, an
urban design think lab, and drop in bike sessions. These are things that do not have to be
actively designed for and can be temporary measures. Another way in which fine grain design
can help activate spaces is by helping to create 24 hour spaces. For example, Key Informant 5
said: “Imagine what the Ultimo Pedestrian Network is like at 3am with this tiny pop up
noodle place. It’s kind of serving those 20 people from that pub that stop. Imagine how great
it would be to have the Ultimo Pedestrian Network to yourself.” Informants recognised that
implementing fine grain aspects is difficult “how to make it that I don’t really know” (Key
Informant 5). “[You want to] let [the] garden of humanity grow and let people walk, and ride,
and play, and play table tennis, and meet at night time, and shop if you want at 10pm. To have
lunch in the sun” (Key Informant 6). This fine grain design extends the traditional concept of
urban design. Along the Goods Line “there’s a whole series of stages, platforms, seating
opportunities, gathering places for events to happen. For a life beyond the design to
occur....that’s been behind everything we’ve done....to build this social infrastructure” (Key
Informant 8). These comments show that over designing of a space can occur and that fine
grain design occurs if there is the opportunity for spaces to morph and change depending on
the requirements of the users at the time.

These ideas diverge from the traditional view that quality urban design focuses on the
physical components of design and management of public space (Tibbalds, 2012). Fine grain
design places more emphasis on the activities within and between spaces similar to
Montgomery (1998), Loukaitou-Sideras (2012), and Appleyard and Jacobs (1982), who
recognise that urban design should provide for imagination and allow for individual
interpretations of a space. An example of fine grain design is shown in Figure 14. These are
movable deck chairs and books which can be used in Paddington Reservoir Gardens.
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Providing something as simple as this allows users to move the chairs, providing some
flexibility to the space.

Figure 14: Chairs and books available in Paddington Reservoir Gardens.

As recognised by Allchin (2013) incorporating fine grain design into cities cannot purely be a
top-down approach. “What government does is not the interesting stuff” (Allchin, 2013, p.
112). Fine grain design requires support from local government for example, providing
funding and aiding community engagement, but as Allchin (2013, p. 112) suggests, the
“invisible hand of Government is the best strategy, where support and funding is done through
independent parties.” In the examples used in this research, there is a distinct lack of fine
grain elements in both Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the existing section of the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network. The plans for the new section of the Goods Line also indicate perhaps
too much of a top-down approach to fine grain design due to the involvement of stakeholders
which are large institutions, a lack of engagement with less visible stakeholders, and because
the development is state led. This reinforces Allchin’s (2013) comments that governments do
not do fine grain design well.
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5.3 Connectivity
Good urban design outcomes realise the importance of interconnectedness. The two case
studies used for this research differ greatly. The Ultimo Pedestrian Network is intended to act
both as a transport corridor for pedestrians and cyclists and as a public space. Conversely,
Paddington Reservoir Gardens primarily acts as a public space with no linkage component.
Regarding this research, there are two aspects of connectivity. First, how a space connects
surrounding destinations and second, the extent to which the space forms a connection with
the surrounding neighbourhood and is easily accessible.

Using quality urban design to create public space and networks between spaces has been
widely recognised (Ellis, 2002; Gehl, 2011; Salingaros, 1998). To be successful public spaces
must connect useful destinations and provide for a range of transport options. The two case
studies employed in this research are vastly different and thus, aim to connect with and
provide significantly different connections within the urban setting. The research illustrated
that any adaptive reuse of infrastructure should ensure that it provides connections to useful
destinations, and that it needs to provide for a range of different transport options.

Some commentators have shown that often large scale infrastructure can create divisions in
the urban fabric (Ardeleanu, 2012; Kullmann, 2011; Marvin, 2001). Key Informant 8 agreed
with this stating “that the rail-line by its nature was divisive of this area” (the Ultimo area).
Yet reuse can also help to stitch up the gaps these projects have formed (Kullmann, 2011;
Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012). A key component of adaptively reusing infrastructure is ensuring
that it connects its surrounds. Linear parks are one type of space that have been shown to act
as a conduit (Kullmann, 2011) improving non-vehicular transport networks. Kullman (2011),
believes that because linear parks are separated from the regular transport network, they can
provide efficient spaces for alternative modes of transport. The research suggested that the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network has similar characteristics to a linear park, in that it is also
disconnected from vehicular transport routes and has the ability to provide for non-vehicular
traffic. However, the question of whether this potential was being completely fulfilled was
brought up by informants. For example, there was debate concerning whether the design for
the Goods Line was inclusive of cyclists, with Key Informant 6 stating:
It’s not been designed for cyclists, not necessary excluding cyclists but not
encouraging.... I think I’d go so far as to say the design is going not out of it’s
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way, but it’s looking to design the system so that it won’t facilitate cyclists. So
cycling won’t be encouraged....you’d really have to bend around obstructions and
planter boxes and then people and it just seems a missed opportunity. I can’t
believe that we had a railway corridor that we couldn’t fit both interests in let
alone bigger interests in.
Key Informant 9 acknowledged that the Goods Line provided for light and leisure cycling but
will never be a key commuter route. Although the Goods Line does not encourage cycling for
commuters, there are other commuter cycle networks planned in the area. Key Informant 8
also recognised that the development is not a commuter link stating: “It won’t ever be a
commuter link because it’s not really connecting A-B in that regard. What it will do is provide
for commuters to come up via a ramp and then you cross over and then down another ramp.”
Key Informant 5 built on Key Informant 6’s concern that the stickiness of the design would
not facilitate cyclists stating:
There are a lot of wiggly bits [and] they want to encourage people to do that, but
bicycles move at a different speed. If you’ve got a lot of people flying down and
stopping which I don’t have a problem with, I think there could have been a more
sophisticated integration of the two (cyclists and pedestrians). What I feel is going
to happen is it’s going to get used by cyclists quite a lot. There’s going to be
collisions, there’s going to be blue lines painted, signs saying dismount here, and
eventually they’re going to retrofit, take out those pointy bits of seats and make a
dedicated bike space or something like that.
Although the development provides for active transport modes, there is still the possibility of
conflict arising between different user groups: pedestrians and cyclists. Creating traffic free
spaces reduces the possibility of conflict (Gehl, 1989) although evidently, it does not entirely
remove all sources of conflict.

For the most part, informants believed that the Goods Line was always going to be successful
as there was always a certain element of connectivity. “There will always be people, the little
bit that’s just open space there’s always people walking through” (Key Informant 5).
Conversely, Key Informant 7 believed that the Goods Line is likely to fail:
I suspect that it’ll be a failure economically, sustainability wise, environmental
wise and a social failure unless it’s going somewhere or doing something. I think
the trick is to have connectivity paths to it that will make it easier for people to get
anywhere. If it’s going to be another 5 minute walk they’re not going to be taking
it.
Although in the case of the Goods Line, there is a strong connection to the site being used as a
transport route: for transporting primary goods by rail, Key Informant 5 recognised “it’s more
of a space that isn’t developed, as opposed to it’s a railway that they are going to be preserve,
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it’s a place that can connect things.” There is more focus on creating new connections than
retaining old ones and the railway characteristics. As part of the wider development, a key
focus is improving the connections between Darling Harbour and Central Station.

Limited connectivity unfortunately, is a downfall of Paddington Reservoir Gardens. “Being
on the path to somewhere else is a good way to be recognised” (Key Informant 10). As
illustrated by Key Informant 7: “Even the most glorious infrastructure reuse is deemed to fail
without connectivity. If you can’t get there then you can’t appreciate it.” This is a particular
problem for the Paddington Reservoir Gardens. “You can enjoy the upper levels, that’s
probably more accessible, it’s a little bit too remote to choose to go on [as] an everyday
thing” (Key Informant 9). This was also recognised by Key Informant 3: “That spatial
experience is nice, but because it’s not on the same level as the street it makes it harder to use,
people have to make more effort.” Despite the space being a corner site and not intending to
connect any destinations or be a transport route the space still needs to connect with the
surrounding neighbourhood. Is the space physically accessible? and at a more advanced level:
does the space connect to the surrounding land uses? As shown in Chapter 2, the relationship
between buildings and public spaces is important and spaces below or above street level have
difficulties forming connections with the surrounding environment.

The importance of connecting to the wider environment and providing both opportunities to
move from one destination to another, but also to engage with the space have been
emphasized throughout the research. Having a connective element to a public space can help
draw people to a site. Adding a certain level of activeness can help retain these people to some
extent. The two case studies are remarkably different and aim to function in different ways.
The Goods Line seeks to provide for active transport modes whilst discouraging cyclists who
are commuters. Paddington Reservoir Gardens aims to act as a public space with no
connective elements and has very little if any interaction with the surrounding neighbourhood.

5.4 Placemaking
Placemaking principles have helped improve the connectivity of spaces and the function of
public space (MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning, 2013). The term placemaking
“is both an overarching idea and a hands-on tool for improving a neighborhood, city or
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region. It has the potential to be one of the most transformative ideas of this century” (Project
for Public Spaces, 2014, p. 1). Placemaking seeks to maximise the value of public spaces, and
to strengthen the connections between people. These spaces are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 2. Infrastructure reuse projects can provide opportunities for placemaking as they can
improve the quality of the environment, transport linkages, and as a result, bring together
local communities. The research showed that there is increased interest in placemaking and
the role it plays in public spaces. Key Informant 10 defined placemaking as “an intentional act
that elevates how people feel about the places they inhabit....placemaking can help people
understand, use and, therefore, value new public realms faster than would happen if it was an
organic process.” The governance model which will be discussed in Chapter 7 also plays an
important placemaking role for the Goods Line, “making sure that placemaking activities like
events and marketing happen fluidly and without all the stakeholders getting at each other’s
throats” (Key Informant 10). Despite this, there were still concerns that the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network will be an example of forced placemaking. Key Informant 5 asked the question:
“How do you do this thing that demands subtlety, but enough obviousness that people go?
That they themselves have a process of discovery.” It is important to note here that
placemaking reinforces the importance of actively involving communities to ensure public
space provides opportunities for social interaction and community cohesion (MIT Department
of Urban Studies and Planning, 2013). Therefore, a top-down approach to placemaking
challenges placemaking principles. This top-down approach to placemaking was identified by
Key Informant 5:
What I don’t like is the professional presumption that placemakers [are] the only
ones who can tell you how to do that. Lots of colleagues are very successful in
having a business in placemaking, so they’re good at sitting around in rooms with
big pieces of paper and different coloured markers etc....when it’s used as a word I
find it incredibly suspicious.
This belief that places could be created by professionals was also identified by Key Informant
6: “Don’t just make it a place to be or something....[It is] the difference between did they just
chuck a few things in? [or was it] an ideas driven execution.” Informants recognised that
although placemakers have a range of sophisticated ideas, the key placemaking principle of
including communities is being neglected. Key Informant 6 also noted that “placemaking is
seen as a hippy idea and [was unsure] why placemaking has to be at the exclusion of
anything.” Placemaking can be a good way to make places habitable and to give equal
attention to both pedestrians and cyclists, though Key Informant 6 believed that the increasing
focus on placemaking had led to the exclusion of cyclists from the Ultimo Pedestrian Network
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development despite the ability of cyclists to populate a space at various times of the day. The
results indicate that in the example of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network, there is an attempt to
use placemaking to encourage social interaction, but that this has largely been from a higher
level and neglects the involvement of the community despite community involvement being
an integral aspect of placemaking (MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning, 2013).

Increasing the Flexibility of Public Spaces
The research has emphasized that it is important not to over design a space. Similarly, Frank
and Stevens (2007) focus on the looseness or tightness of a space and its adaptability. Over
designing a space can reduce the ability of a space to provide for a range of uses, and the
ability to adapt. A key concern raised by informants regarding the Goods Line was that the
space may be over designed. The design aims to provide for as many activities as possible
whilst providing a heavily designed space, therefore, it would appear the space is attempting
to be too many things at once. Carmona (2010b), raises the concepts of tight and loose spaces.
Tight space is “fixed, physically constrained or controlled in terms of the types of activities
that can occur there” (p. 166). Whilst loose spaces are adaptable and allow for a range of
functions. It appears that from the building plans, the Goods Line includes elements of both
tightness and looseness. The space seeks to control activities in fixed areas, but it also strives
to allow for a range of uses. Out of this conflict between adaptability and inflexibility of space
arose the idea of stickability and how to retain people in public space. Although there is no
concrete definition of the term, informants recognised that stickability included ideas about
retaining people in a space, and ensuring the space was adaptable and flexible enough to be
used for a variety of uses, but not over designed, as this could reduce the potential uses for the
area.
Retaining people in public space is difficult. Successful spaces create a place where people
want to be and are inclusive of all potential users (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012; Montgomery,
1998). The importance of stickability was identified by a number of key informants. In
relation to the Goods Line Key Informant 5 stated: “I think the design has a certain stickiness
to it, maybe too much stickiness, but maybe that’s partly born out of the idea that there’s
nothing else there to stop people.” This acknowledgement that many public spaces in the city
do not retain people adequately was reinforced by Key Informant 6:
I say to designers and planners, come and excite the market and come and show
them that it doesn’t have to be this way....I just don’t understand why the market’s
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not screaming out saying, why not include a bit more greenery, shade, water
features, a few more table tennis [tables], stickability....the urban spaces in Central
Sydney are horrible and there’s....no need for it....I think the best opportunity is
for designers to come in and tantalize us....[with] some features and some
stickability.
Informants also recognised that it is not easy to design for stickiness. “How do you put these
subtleties into urban space that are deemed to have a language of their own but are still able to
be colonised” (Key Informant 5). Key Informant 7 believed that commercialisation was the
best way to ensure people used the space for a significant length of time: “People will go
anywhere where there’s something to do or see. The only way to do that is to crowd it....why
not have outdoor entertainment, boutiques, coffee shops....to get people in there....that will
make it more successful.” This relates to the commercialisation or privatisation of space as
discussed in Chapter 2, although introducing commercial interests is not the only way to
retain people in a space.
The Goods Line attempts to encourage people to use the space actively and return to the area
by designing the space for a number of different activities. These include outdoor study areas,
free wifi, table tennis tables and different sized spaces for gatherings. These generate different
kinds of uses. Key Informant 9 acknowledged that there is “quite a high degree of places to
suggest pausing and using that helps give some activation to it.” As illustrated in Figure 15,
there are things such as “lawn areas, different place[s] to hang out....a study pod area when
you can be there for a little while, to just kind of sitting on the edge of a path and stopping for
a short while before moving on.” Despite all these attempts to encourage people to use the
space, Key Informant 9 recognised that:
A lot of things that we want to see on the ground, of activation or activation of
possibilities....relies on where [the] footfall is....once you start shaping where the
footfall goes it starts to shape the degree of intensity of use....so the quiet areas are
more suitable for less intense usage....and the more busy areas where a lot of
people are, are good for more intense usages.
This reinforces the importance of public space being connected to useful destinations, or
acting more as a transport corridor to ensure it is well used.
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Figure 15: Various levels of activation on the Goods Line (ASPECT Studios, 2014).

The relationship between active spaces, linkages and retaining people was also discussed by
key informants. The Goods Line is perceived more as a public space than a linkage (Key
Informant 9). “In terms of what would encourage activation there’s [many] things beyond the
physical design that encourages activation. [It’s] more about connectivity, more about the
relationship between more specific types of programmes or buildings” (Key Informant 9).
This is similar to Saelens et al. (2003) who recognise that urban design focuses on the
interaction between natural and built forms and how these elements in a particular space relate
to one another. The relationship public space has to the private realm and other components of
the public sphere is important in determining how successful a space will be and how likely it
is to retain users.
Unfortunately, Paddington Reservoir Gardens lacks the stickiness component which is
partially why the site is not as successful at retaining people as it could be. Paddington
Reservoir Gardens is a relatively passive space which does not have any specific elements
which will retain people for example, table tennis tables, barbeques, or picnic tables. As a
result, there is little stickiness. The design of the space is complex and restricts possible uses
due to its physical design and lack of connectivity with surrounding land uses and activities.
Furthermore, the site is not on the way to anywhere and thus, is not somewhere that people
stay in on the way to somewhere else. Key Informant 5 believed “it’s not intended to be
simply a park. It’s intended to change and be adaptable....It’s a completely unusable space if
you want a column free space if you don’t care about that it’s great.” Despite its attempt to be
flexible, the physical structure ensures that it is not, as the columns and layout restrict use as
can be seen in Figure 16.
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Figure 16: Paddington Reservoir Gardens eastern chamber.

The Gardens is a relatively passive space; it is difficult to determine whether the infrastructure
itself has led to this, or whether it is a combination of a relatively unfrequented area, a space
which is not adaptable, and a space which is not connected to the wider environment. As
noted by Loukaitou-Sideris (2012, p. 478), “the ways that buildings relate to the public
realm....[and] the relationship between open and enclosed space[s]” is central for developing
successful

spaces. Most likely, it is a combination of these elements (an unfrequented

neighbourhood, unadaptable space, and an absence of wider connections), and a lack of
successful relationships between open and closed spaces, and buildings and the public realm
which have led to a space which is under-utilised, in conjunction with the restrictive planning
controls covered in Chapter 7. Furthermore, due to the inactive nature of the space this may
act as a deterrent for potential users. The space is not compatible with holding events, using
for sports games, or even commercial uses. As a result, there is nothing to draw or keep
people in the Gardens. Therefore, although the space provides a retreat in a dense urban
environment, there are a number of factors which are currently contributing to the underuse of
the site. More research could be undertaken focusing on the site to ascertain the reasons why
it is not able to realise its full potential.
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5.5 Conclusion
This chapter has discussed the role urban design plays in creating successful public spaces to
understand how infrastructure can be reused to provide additional spaces in the public realm.
The importance of incorporating fine grain aspects into urban design, aiming to retain people
in a space and allowing people to undertake placemaking have been identified. In determining
whether the adaptive reuse of infrastructure can help improve the connectivity of an area the
research has shown that it is important for spaces to be adaptable, and that these spaces can
provide for active transport, but that trying to provide connective routes and active public
spaces simultaneously is difficult. Both Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network have indicated that a site should connect to the surrounding environment
to aid success. If infrastructure reuse can connect to the surrounding environment, there is a
possibility that the space may be able to stitch rifts in the urban form that have arisen due to
large scale infrastructure projects such as railway lines and motorways. Balancing the
priorities of active transport and public spaces is challenging, though evidently, both are
needed to create an active and well used space within the public realm.
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6: Results and Discussion
Public Space and
Adaptive Reuse
6: Results and Discussion- Public Space and Adaptive Reuse

6.1 Introduction
This chapter expands on Chapter 5 to further understand how infrastructure can be reused as
public space. This chapter builds on the importance of quality urban design that has been
identified in the current research to focus more specifically on public space trends and the
importance of activating a space. The Ultimo Pedestrian Network is used as a case study to
show how infrastructure can act as a public space in Sydney, and the extent to which it is
successful. The importance of adaptive reuse will follow, focusing on reuse in the Sydney
context and the perception of infrastructure reuse, and how it differs to the traditional adaptive
reuse of buildings.

6.2 Public Space
There is a high demand for public spaces in dense urban environments. This has led to
recognition of the need for more innovative practices regarding the provision of public space.
As identified by Banerjee (2001) it is important to find creative solutions for providing
additional public space due to the intensification of cities. Key Informant 7 suggested that
public space in Sydney is under threat. This was reinforced by Key Informant 8 who stated
“as cities get more dense there’s a much higher premium on public space” and by Key
Informant 1, “people have kind of discovered what they’re about [urban public spaces] and I
think....living in denser urban areas (people don’t have backyards)....that’s a real positive to
density, but it’s not advertised, it’s just life.” These ideas illustrate the notion of a changing
concept of what constitutes public space and how important it is. Key Informant 10
summarises this by stating “public space is becoming more important in our communities.
Our dwelling sizes are decreasing, our populations are increasing and we, therefore, need
[the] public realm to provide places where we can relax and socialise.” This suggests there is
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a shift towards rethinking public space, how it is designed and its core function. One way in
which public spaces are changing is through the introduction of private interests.

Privatisation of Public Spaces
As illustrated by Minton (2006), traditionally public spaces are parks, squares and streets.
There is now recognition that the definition of public space is expanding, “I’m just thinking
back, when people said public space they usually thought a square or a park, or some sort of
promenade” (Key Informant 9). There was also the acceptance that commercial interests are
working their way into the public realm. This transformation, or shift towards semi-private
public space was identified by a number of informants. “I think there’s a lot of pressure on
public spaces to perform in ways that they perhaps didn’t have to previously” (Key Informant
8). “Even the public space we’ve got is commercialised” (Key Informant 7). Kohn (2004),
Carmona (2010b) and Graham (2001), all discuss the commercialisation of space and agree
that the privatisation of public space turns an inclusionary space into one of exclusion. Key
Informant 8 appreciates the importance of providing inclusionary spaces stating there is a:
Demand on a greater cross section of people using them [public spaces]. From
children living in the city, to play spaces, the elderly through to everyone, which is
about creating more green space in the cities....I think there’s a lot of pressure on
public spaces to perform in ways that they perhaps didn’t have to previously.
The idea of commercialising space arguably can facilitate exchange (Carmona, 2010b). This
was raised by Key Informant 5 who suggested that commercial interests could help to activate
the Goods Line. “Imagine what the Ultimo Pedestrian Network is like at 3am when this tiny
little pop up noodle place [is there]”-implying that commercial interests would attract people
to the space at all hours of the day. Conversely, Key Informant 1 noted that the introduction of
commercial interests to Paddington Reservoir Gardens had failed to activate the space: “It’s
been very difficult for us to find someone to take up the lease [of the coffee cart], even to the
point where I think they were going to give the lease away” as it has not been economically
viable. This shows that commercialising a public space does not automatically activate and
attract people to the area. Therefore, there often needs to be a concerted effort to activate
spaces in other ways.
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How to Activate Urban Spaces
Activating a space is difficult. Montgomery (1998) measures the success of a place by the
number of people present, the presence of street life, the number of events, and how alive a
place feels. Conversely, another way to measure success is through diversity. Diversity can be
measured by how many different land uses are in a space, opening hours and ownership of
businesses, the availability of cultural and meeting places, presence of active street life and
the level of variety and innovation in buildings and spaces in the area (Comedia Consultancy,
1991; Jacobs, 1961). Key informants recognised the difficulties in measuring how successful
a space is, “I guess it depends what you’re measuring success by” (Key Informant 1). “I
would say that Paddington Reservoir is not successful....I would measure that crudely by
saying how many bums on seats are there? How many people come through the gate?” (Key
Informant 7). Conversely, Key Informant 9 indicated that you cannot measure success solely
by its patronage, but did recognise that “if there isn’t sufficient use then it’s not sustainable.”
Key Informant 2 believed that Paddington Reservoir Gardens had been successful, stating: “I
think it’s been outrageously successful because....it’s become a precedent for this idea of
rethinking public space....There’s a new acceptance of public space, that public space can be
down [below ground level].” These views reinforce the idea that there is more than one way
to measure the success of a space, and that this cannot solely be through how many people are
using the space.
Holding events to attract people was identified as one way to improve the success of public
spaces. This was emphasized in relation to Paddington Reservoir Gardens: “I think it will
require more programming by having events or things to [make it] a destination” (Key
Informant 9). Key Informant 5 asked the same question: “How can we activate it? I think it
would be incredible if they could get a regular programme of stuff happening there.” This
notion of how important events are in improving the success of a public space was also
articulated in respect of the Goods Line. “There’s a little building called the incubator which
is going to have shifting programmes and things around it. You hope again that it’s not that
9-5 urbanism” (Key Informant 5). Key Informant 8 also brought this up:
There’s a little building which is situated at the northern end....and that is a place
that we see as being the programming heart of the space....that’s an opportunity,
it’s an all weather area which has a little retail function and toilets as well, but it’s
basically a public room, and it’s a gathering place for events to happen. So ideas
labs, seminars, events, whatever it might be, fashion shows, whatever, can be held
in here.
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Using events and activities to activate a space is not new. Recently, there has been an apparent
push for the surrounding land users to activate the space and to hold their own events during
the day, but also at night. This emphasizes the importance of diversity and vitality which were
discussed previously, and how diversity and vitality contribute to creating successful spaces.
It also demonstrates the increasing move towards commercialisation as a way to activate
space. There must be a careful balance between activating a space, but also being careful not
to exclude potential users. As recognised by Gehl (2011, p. 129), “the activity level and
number of events do not in themselves describe the quality of the environment.” This was
emphasized by Key Informant 2: “if you want to sit and read a book for half an hour and have
this idea of a passive public space then this is your place.” Informants recognised that the
Paddington Reservoir Gardens was representative of high quality urban design and, therefore,
believed it was largely successful in its own way. The relationship of urban design in
infrastructure reuse has been discussed in further detail in Chapter 5.
As demonstrated, the research has indicated that there is a shift towards new public spaces
and an increased interest in spaces with different qualities. For the most part, commentators
on contemporary public space have focused on the commercialisation of space (Carmona,
2010b) or the homogenisation of space (Carmona, 2010a; Day, 2003). Despite these recent
trends, there is also an increasing focus on how to use public space in more active ways
(Gehl, 1989), and on improving the diversity of existing and new spaces to allow for the
increasing diversity within cities (Irazabel, 2011). These trends were identified in the
research, with informants acknowledging there is a need for alternative public spaces to allow
for events and a need to “excite the market” (Key Informant 6). This general shift concerning
the provision of public space and the need for more interesting spaces was deemed to be a
global trend by one informant:
I think it’s more of a global movement to a degree, you look at programming. So
there’s a lot of 1800 parks, late 1800s that have now been reprogrammed in a way,
just from the uses that occur within them. But the structure is of that period
(1800s) but their programming is what’s being demanded now in terms of layering
uses. So I think it’s a global move (Key Informant 8).
Informants recognised that the need for more varied spaces was partially due to the increasing
diversity within cities, but also because of high density living, with Key Informant
recognising the need for Sydney to rethink public space:
As the City becomes more dense we need to start thinking....If you go to the Asian
cities they don’t think twice about having to go through a laneway and a series of
courtyards to get to a public space....they have a different cultural sensibility of
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public space....In this part of the world it’s still very routed in colonialism which
started with there’s the landscape and there’s the city and you go from the city to
landscape and suburbia is this no man’s land between landscape and urban
environment. And we’re starting to rethink all those.
Alternatively, Key Informant 5 attributed this shifting focus to having a wealthy local
government. This allows the Council to attract high quality architecture and employ
progressive, high quality designers, architects and planners within Council. Although
rethinking space was largely regarded as a positive phenomenon, Key Informant 10 stated that
despite there being an increased interest in innovative spaces, “I do worry that all public
places seem to be vying for a spot in Monocle magazine [a global affairs magazine]. There is
a dangerously generic and ‘too pleasant’ approach.” This could come at the detriment of
quality urban design and assurance that the space is well used, as has occurred in the
Paddington Reservoir Gardens. The gardens has “won a design award, though after numerous
questions I’m yet to see which award and what it was awarded a design element for” (Key
Informant 7). Despite the development apparently being designed well, the lack of use is to
the detriment of the overall success of the space.

The New York High Line was also attributed by some as one of the reasons why there has
been an increased interest in different public spaces with Key Informant 9 stating: “I think the
High Line has got a lot to do with it” and reinforced that the project had captured people’s
imaginations. Informants recognised that the High Line is a successful project and, therefore,
there is an obvious aspiration to replicate it elsewhere. For example, the Goods Line “has
been talked about a lot in the media as Sydney’s High Line. We find it an obvious comparison
because it’s an old rail line that’s been transformed into public space” (Key Informant 8). Yet,
comparing two projects which are remarkably different is unwise, as identified by Key
Informant 8:
They’re fundamentally different at the first principles. I mean the High Line is
about allowing people to walk through it, but essentially it’s about an oasis, a
respite from the city, an elevated park. Ours [The Goods Line] is really a hybrid
space which is trying to do everything in its power to engage people.
This represents the importance of context specific design and the rise of the homogenisation
of space. As identified by Carmona (2010a), the homogenisation of space refers to design
formulae being repeated internationally without being context specific. Trying to replicate the
New York High Line in Sydney is an example of this phenomenon. Despite literature stating
that urban designers have recognised the importance of designing spaces which reflect local
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traditions and which recognise the context of a place (Day, 2003), it appears that there is still
a desire to recreate successful public spaces regardless of research which warns against this
(Carmona, 2010b; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012) due to contextless design’s inability to form
linkages with the surrounding land uses and users of the space. Failing to connect with both
the users and the land uses is most likely to lead to a space which is underused and ineffective
at providing public space which contributes positively to the surrounding environment.
Due to the difficulties in measuring the success of public spaces it is, therefore, also difficult
to replicate success. Ways to activate a space are diverse and include introducing commercial
interests, holding events, and encouraging both cyclists and pedestrians to use the space
simultaneously. The two case studies used in the research are activated in different ways,
therefore, their relative success is not comparative. High quality urban design is important to
activate spaces, yet also runs the risk of over designing and pushing out certain user groups.
For example, having too much furniture which restricts bike access, or encouraging retail
activities which excludes those who cannot afford to consume.

6.3 Case Study: Ultimo Pedestrian Network
The completed portion of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network was used as a case study to
determine how people interact and perceive a public space which was previously a railway
line. This section uses results from surveys of users of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network to show
how the space is used.

The Ultimo Pedestrian Network predominantly acts as a pedestrian thoroughfare during peak
travel times (before and after work) and during lunch times. Figure 17 illustrates when survey
respondents used the space. It is important to note that survey collection did not occur during
peak pedestrian times when people are walking to work (7.30-9am and 5-7pm), therefore, the
survey responses are not entirely representative of how the space is used. Respondents were
also asked to state what they do in the space (Figure 18).
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When is the Ultimo Pedestrian Network Used?

Number of Respondents

30
24
18
12
6
0

Before 8am 8am-12pm

12-2pm

2-5pm

5-7pm

7-9pm

After 9pm

Time of day
Figure 17: Time periods when respondents use the space.

Activities Undertaken in the Ultimo Pedestrian Network

Number of Respondents

30
24
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6

Other

Meeting People

Reading

Eating

Recreation

Sitting

Walking

0

Activities Undertaken
Figure 18: How people use the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.

The Ultimo Pedestrian Network is a well used space. Although the survey results show the
extent to which the space is used passively (sitting and eating), it is important to note that for
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the most part, the site is used as a pedestrian thoroughfare, but it was difficult to obtain
surveys from these users of the space because pedestrians did not want to stop and complete a
survey. Therefore, the survey responses represent some of the passive users of the site, but not
those who use the site as a thoroughfare. Although 83% of these respondents believed that it
was a good use of space, there were a range of suggestions concerning how the space could be
improved as demonstrated in Figure 19.

Suggested improvements to the Ultimo Pedestrian Network
Better connections to places
More extensive pedestrian network
Activities Undertaken

More green area

More community activities
0

5

10

15

20

Number of Respondents
Figure 19: Survey Respondents views on possible improvements that could be made to the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network.

Table 3 shows more detailed responses to how the space could be improved. Although the
Ultimo Pedestrian Network is primarily used as a corridor for pedestrians and some cyclists,
there is still a call for the space to connect more destinations. Respondents also commented on
the passive nature of the space and the need for more active recreation and community
activities. Suggested activation methods included food stalls, university activities including
student led workshops, and art programmes or displays. Respondents also highlighted the
hard surface nature of the site and in response suggested more greenery was required to
improve the space. Many respondents also indicated that shelter would improve the space by
protecting users from harsh sunlight in summer months and make the space more usable in
rainy conditions.
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Table 3: Survey responses on suggested improvements to the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.

“Permanent tables and
benches”

“More green space, seating
and temporary food stalls”

“Use the disused railway”

“Use the space for activities
(art, uni activities etc)”

“Needs more recreation”

“Tables since people use the
space for eating”

“It could use some statues or
decorations, fountain would
be nice”

“Umbrellas (summer),
garden beds, greenery, no
smokers”

“Undercover areas to sit
when it’s raining”

Site observations showed that currently, there are traditional park benches and small trees
planted at equal distances (see Figure 20). The space is largely hard surfaced, with seating
spaced back to back. As identified by Key Informant 6, this is routine for urban public space
in Sydney:
That concourse is exactly the idea I had in mind that Sydney does poorly (Ultimo
Pedestrian Network)....concretize everything as if it’s a solution....We have this
propensity to concretize everything....As to the reaction of the people, they don’t
know any better and haven’t been teased with any better plans.
The survey results align with this view. When respondents were asked whether the space had
been designed well 64% of respondents concurred that it had been. Of those who believed it
had not been designed well there was a call for more greenery and shelter, along the lines of
Table 3. Although, one respondent stated “concrete and a line of trees is not good design” and
another replied that the space “seems a little unplanned.” The design of the space is relatively
dull, with seating, rubbish bins and trees at even intervals. This allows for some flexibility
within the space but also means there is no real reason to stay in the area.

Figure 20: Seating and planting on the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.
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Facilitating social gathering is an important aspect of successful public spaces. 67% of survey
respondents believed that the current section of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network facilitates
social interaction. This was mainly due to the seating present. Alternatively, another
respondent believed that the “seating is too spread out” which hinders social interaction.
Those who recognised that the space facilitated interaction stated that it “fosters crowd
sourcing,” “helps to connect with friends” and is good for “unintended meetings.” It was
pointed out that because the space “gets sunshine, [is] out of the wind [and] quietish” it was
good for meeting people. Conversely, there were a range of opinions concerning why the
space was unsuitable for social gathering. For example, many respondents intimated that the
space was primarily used by people in transit and is more of a thoroughfare. This was because
the path is “too straight [and] not fluid [enough],” and the “seating is too spread out.” As can
be seen in Figure 21 the pathway is straight, seats are widely spaced, and there is no reason to
stick to the space. Participants also stated “the space is dug up every two years with no
changes.” This creates noise, which is not conducive to social gatherings. The works on the
site were continuing when the research was conducted, as evident in Figure 21. Although
public space improvement is important, perhaps changes need to be more obvious to users.

Figure 21: Accessible section of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network.
86

Even though many participants mentioned that the space was primarily used as a thoroughfare
it was interesting that 72% of respondents believed that the space was better than traditional
urban walkways, and 90% of respondents wanted to see more projects like the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network to go ahead. Table 4 provides some of the comments received about the
quality of the space as a walkway. It is also interesting that only one respondent interacted
with the railway line recognising that they could “use the disused railway perhaps,” though
they did not expand on this remark. This shows that the space is not necessarily overtly
perceived as different to other public spaces and that the infrastructure component of the site
is largely ignored.
Table 4: Survey responses: Is the Ultimo Pedestrian Network better than traditional transport
corridors?

Positive Responses

Negative Responses

“Nice to have spaces that are not simply
walkways”

“Too noisy”

“Gets people out of crowded and noisy
sidewalks. Provides public area for sitting,
reading, eating etc.”

“Corridors are needed but could be done
better”

“Gives the impression of space in a dense
city environment”

“Space seems to have been created by
accident”

“Wider, cleaner, people can move quickly
and see others clearly”

“Lack of life outside of traditional hours of
business”

“Connects local area, good walkway, well
used”

“Just a concrete space”

Despite the majority of people believing that the space is better than traditional urban
walkways, when asked how the space could be improved, a range of ideas were put forward.
These results show how important quality urban design is (as discussed in Chapters 2 and 5),
and reinforce the importance of connectivity in dense inner city environments. Improving
connectivity can occur through well planned adaptive reuse. The following section will focus
on adaptive reuse and more specifically infrastructural reuse to demonstrate the relationships
between adaptive reuse and public space.
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6.4 Adaptive Reuse
The findings indicate that although adaptive reuse can be an effective way of re-appropriating
space, it was also recognised by informants that reuse is not always appropriate. For example
Key Informant 6 stated that:
Sydney’s a little bit caught, [it] needs to break out of this tendency to repatriate, to
just use brownfield sites, adaptively reuse things. It’s really good that that’s
happening and it sends a good signal, but we need something bolder than that....
Sydney is....adaptively reusing because it’s cool, sexy, fun....it always improves
the stuff....The question is, with just a little bit more effort, could we have really
scaled up the benefits and the amenity and frankly the joy of these things?
The increased interest in adaptive reuse in Sydney has been partially due to relaxed heritage
controls which allow more flexible uses, although, in the case of Paddington Reservoir
Gardens, the adaptive reuse of the site has had limited success as the planning controls restrict
the extent of use of the site. Langston (2011) identifies five barriers to adaptive reuse, these
are: a constraint on creativity compared to redevelopment, estimating social viability,
compliance with building codes, increasing urban density and estimating economic viability.
In the case of infrastructure reuse in Sydney, the most important restrictions that Langston
(2011) has identified are: a constraint on creativity compared to redevelopment, and
complying with building codes. Key Informant 1 recognised that building code compliance
poses a significant barrier in particular for infrastructure, as it difficult to fit such a site into a
specific building classification. The limited access and lack of toilet facilities is one reason
why the enclosed chamber of the Paddington Reservoir Gardens is unable to be used. Figure
22 shows the disabled access above the open chamber of the Gardens to the park above
ground level.
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Figure 22: Access ramp above Paddington Reservoir Gardens.

Adaptive reuse can be a a good way of repatriating old sites and there is an apparent trend to
lean towards adaptive reuse in favour of starting with a clean site. However, adaptive reuse
can pose significant barriers for example, limited access which in turn creates issues for
building code compliance. Therefore, although adaptive reuse is considered to be a more
sustainable development option in some instances, it is not always appropriate and, therefore,
not all infrastructure sites should immediately be proposed for adaptive reuse. Furthermore,
not all infrastructure sites are in suitable locations to be transformed into public space,
therefore, careful consideration needs to be undertaken when deciding whether adaptive reuse
is the most appropriate way to create new public spaces.

Perceptions of Infrastructure Reuse
As identified in the literature the extent of infrastructure reuse is limited at present. The
current research indicated that the perception of the definition of infrastructure is rather loose,
with a possible conflict between infrastructure and industrial reuse identified for example,
Ballast Point Park could be considered to be infrastructural reuse and industrial reuse
simultaneously as the site was previously a fuel depot. There is also the view that buildings
can still constitute infrastructure for example, power stations. This is similar to the literature
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which also recognises there can be a crossover between infrastructural and industrial sites.
Respondents also debated whether the Goods Line constituted adaptive reuse, as very little of
the railway line will be visible: “I don’t know whether you could say that the infrastructure is
being adaptively reused there. But the space is” (Key Informant 7). Key Informant 7 argued
that even retail could be argued to be part of the social environment and, therefore, is
“infrastructure in it’s very broadest sense. It’s not infrastructure like recycled railway lines
which were more essential perhaps. Better known infrastructure.” Key Informant 9 also
recognised the wide extent of infrastructure and suggested a possible change “from the
industrial infrastructure to a social infrastructure and [in the case of the Goods Line] the social
infrastructure [is] quite geared around knowledge and culture.” When referring to social
infrastructure, informants talked about spaces which facilitate social interaction. These ideas
show a possible diversion from current green infrastructure trends which focus more on
preserving the ecological functions of infrastructure than the possible social benefits
(Qviström, 2012). Informants referred to public space as a sort of social infrastructure and,
therefore, the adaptive reuse of industrial infrastructure represents a change in infrastructure
not a change from infrastructure to public space.

The research indicated that most respondents perceived the adaptive reuse of infrastructure to
be no different to adaptively reusing buildings: “I don’t think it’s that different....it’s in public
ownership so....there’s pressure for it to be used for public purposes rather than sold off for
private development” (Key Informant 9). The redevelopment of these spaces is also not
overly different to a traditional building, with Key Informant 1 stating: “[you] also [need] to
run services and all the infrastructure you need in a park....It’s a park that operates more like a
building.” Key Informant 5 also recognised the need for services to a site and the link to
social infrastructure: “No client wants a power outlet and a tap and wifi. How do you design
this idea of social infrastructure that actually works, that engenders something....because
nobody wants an unfinished thing.” A careful balance is required between allowing flexibility
within a space, and over designing a space, as both can engender similar outcomes: an
underutilised space within the public realm.

As comes with most adaptive reuse projects, balancing heritage aspects and the new use for
the site is difficult. Bullen and Love (2010) recognise that the most successful reuse projects
are those that retain the building’s heritage significance whilst adding a contemporary element
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which adds value. Therefore, determining what adds value is a key challenge for planners,
designers and decision makers. As identified by Key Informant 7, there must be a relationship
between the heritage and contemporary aspects of the development. In the case of Paddington
Reservoir Gardens, Key Informant 7 described the Gardens as a white elephant, and stressed
the importance of balancing heritage and contemporary components with one another: “It’s
the order and relationship between things on the ground that matters as much as what’s on the
ground.” These challenges have been recognised in the context of the Goods Line. “[It’s]
about drawing on the historic elements but not emphasising them too much” (Key Informant
4). This was reinforced by Key Informant 9 who stated, “it’s not so much the physical
element....it’s a longer, deeper heritage perspective.” Therefore, in adaptive reuse it may be
more important to focus on contextualising and connecting the site than restoring the heritage
component of a site. Both Kullman (2011) and Qvistrӧm (2012) have both conducted research
which focuses on the restoration of the heritage element of a site. More analysis needs to be
undertaken which explores the wider context and connections which heritage reuse, and more
specifically infrastructure reuse, can provide.

6.5 Conclusion
The ideas concerning what constitutes public space are changing and there are a substantial
number of debates surrounding public space in Sydney and at a wider more international
level. There are similarities between the New York High Line and Sydney’s Goods Line,
although it is important that infrastructure sites are not treated as homogenous. The Ultimo
Pedestrian Network illustrates how infrastructure is reused as public space in Sydney,
although it is important to focus on the wider context and connections to the space. Themes
surrounding adaptive reuse and infrastructure reuse show there are a number of challenges to
successfully reusing infrastructure, but that infrastructure reuse is not that different to the
adaptive reuse of buildings. The research has shown that there is a demand for more active
and creative public spaces in light of increasing density in city environments, and that
repurposing infrastructure can be a good way of addressing these needs. The current research
has used two cases which are remarkably different to highlight what needs to be done to be
successful, and that although there is a call for more public space in crowded urban centres it
is important that sites are integrated with the surrounding environment to be well received.
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7: Results and Discussion
Planning Processes and
Stakeholder Involvement
7: Results and Discussion- Planning Processes and Stakeholder Involvement

7.1 Introduction
This chapter explores planning processes and stakeholder involvement to answer research
objective 3: Using Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network as case
studies, to what extent can the planning practices of local authorities enable the reuse of
infrastructure and allow for stakeholder involvement in the process? This chapter outlines the
results of the research including the role of state and local government and the extent to which
the agendas of these organisations overlap. The planning processes surrounding both case
studies are then discussed to determine whether they act as a barrier towards infrastructure
redevelopment. This leads to a broader discussion concerning planning policies and
development controls in the City of Sydney and how significant the disconnect between the
two is for poor design outcomes. These discussions are useful to determine how planning
practices play out in infrastructure reuse projects, and how they effect the outcomes of
infrastructure reuse developments.

7.2 State Level Politics
State Government
Public space is provided for at the state or local government level in Sydney. Consequently,
providing public space becomes immersed in political conversations. At a federal level, the
Australian Government is heavily infrastructure focused. This is infrastructure in its most
traditional sense. As identified by Star (1999, p. 380), “people commonly envision
infrastructure as a system of substrate-railroad lines, pipes and plumbing, electrical power
plants, and wires.” At a federal level, this traditional definition of infrastructure continues to
dominate, with infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists coming second to large scale
roading infrastructure. This was reinforced by Key Informant 6 who stated that:
We have a federal government really wanting to be seen to be the infrastructure
ministry. The Prime Minister himself says we’re open for business and his legacy
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is to be known as an infrastructure Prime Minister. Sadly, his sense of
infrastructure is what people see as the obvious intervention.
This mindset is similar at the state level. The Government of New South Wales have a similar
political persuasion (liberal) and are predominantly interested in roading infrastructure, with a
lesser focus on public and active transport (Key Informant 6). This is evident in the National
Urban Policy (Australian Government, 2011b) which seeks to improve the efficiency of
infrastructure (Objective 3) and to integrate land use and infrastructure (Objective 2). The
Ultimo Pedestrian Network diverges from this agenda and may represent the beginning of a
shift towards non-traditional transport infrastructure such as pedestrian and cycle networks,
and a recognition that public space and active transport routes can be integrated. Within
federal and local level policies particularly, there is an increased emphasis on creating more
livable spaces for Sydney, with a specific focus on active transport and high quality public
space. These themes are evident at the state level: Sydney City Centre Access Strategy 2013
(New South Wales Government, 2013) and Eastern Sydney and Inner West Regional Action
Plan (New South Wales Government, 2012) and at the local level: Sustainable Sydney 2030
Vision (City of Sydney, 2008) and Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 (City of Sydney,
2012).

Planning processes are always political (Norton, 1959). This often results in there being too
many political discussions, and there being too much focus on keeping up political
appearances. Key Informant 7 noted this regarding the Paddington Reservoir Gardens: “of
course it’s going to be political which is almost the kiss of death which is not a merit based
thing. It’s what’s going to make the politicians look good.” These political debates have a
tendency to overshadow conversations which should be occurring about the purpose of the
development and the outcomes for its users. For example, Key Informant 6 stated, “whenever
something happens, the first thing in the paper is interpreting it in the political context. For
that reason, I know why they’re doing this, to get at that person and so on.” According to
several key informants, these political conversations have in some instances led to poor
practice. In particular, several key informants alluded to the role that politics has played in
design competitions with politicians being bought off. This can lead to spaces which are not
designed as well as they could have been. Carmona (2010b) states that the role of local
government has shifted from provider to enabler. In the Sydney context, the role of the state
government has shifted from being a provider, to a provider which enables more private
93

interests, or in the case of the Goods Line, the interests of larger educational and cultural
institutions.

Repurposing infrastructure as public space in Sydney also leans towards the state being more
involved in their reuse than other projects. In both case studies used in this research, the sites
for reuse were bound by heritage restrictions. This gives more decision making powers to the
state government as the state is able to call in special projects. If a project is of state
significance this removes it from local government jurisdiction and gives the Planning
Minister the ability to make the final decision. As stated by Key Informant 5, this represents
two things: “bad design control and bribery, because it’s two people sitting in a room instead
of councillors and committees and all of that stuff that makes a process transparent.” As
infrastructure sites are more likely to be historically significant, in NSW at least, it is expected
that state government will play a larger role in the development of such a site. As a result, the
ability for local stakeholders to take part in the planning process can be somewhat reduced.

Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority
The lack of transparency and bureaucratic nature of state government was highlighted by
respondents in that for the most part, key informants were unsure what role the Sydney
Harbour Foreshore Authority played regarding the Ultimo Pedestrian Network. Despite this,
informants identified that having a key driving body at the state level with adequate funding is
beneficial in the provision of public space. This is reinforced in the literature, as often “largescale urban design visions of reclaiming obsolete infrastructures, waterfronts and riverfronts
or converting brownfields into greenfields are still on the drawing boards years after their
inception” (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012, p. 468) largely due to economic or political constraints.
The Goods Line has been fortunate enough to have adequate funding and political control
guiding the development and so, the two most common constraints have been overcome for
this project. The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority owns most of the land for the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network and are funding the Northern section of the Goods Line. They are also
willing to fund part of the Southern section. Key Informant 5 believed, “I think they’ve
(Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority) got some people who are running a progressive
agenda who are saying we need to do stuff, we need to be more involved with what’s
happening in the city with our assets.” This is somewhat of a shift from the traditional state
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level focus on roading and policy development within state governance. These trends
continue to be evident in policy documents such as the National Urban Policy (Australian
Government, 2011b) and the Urban Design Protocol (Australian Government, 2011a).

Having a state organisation has proved to be effective according to a number of informants
and in this instance has been effective in engaging a variety of stakeholders. As identified by
Carmona (2010b), the privatisation of public space makes it easier to exclude people. By
keeping the Ultimo Pedestrian Network in public ownership, the Sydney Harbour Foreshore
Authority and their involvement in the provision of public space has enabled a project control
group which includes representatives from the Powerhouse Museum, University of
Technology Sydney, Australian Broadcasting Corporation, Technical and Further Education
NSW and the City of Sydney. Ideally, including these stakeholders from the early stage and
keeping the space public will lead to better outcomes for the Goods Line.

7.3 Stakeholder Interaction
Interweaving successful public space into the urban environment is difficult. Contemporary
public spaces must provide for a wider range of individuals (Irazabel, 2011). For this to occur,
Carmona (2010b) argues that it is important that the wider community has a significant input
into the design process so that the physical outcomes of a space suit the needs of the users.
Therefore, stakeholder involvement in the concept phase of development is especially
important. The following sections will discuss stakeholder involvement in both the Goods
Line, and Paddington Reservoir Gardens.

Ultimo Pedestrian Network Governance Model
As part of the stakeholder engagement process a governance model has been established. This
model “defines the way that the various stakeholders along the Goods Line relate to each
other and the way in which they contribute to its creation [and] management” (Key Informant
10). This has been positive as it helps the key stakeholders abutting the line engage with one
another and share their ideas. Many key informants believed that the success of the Goods
Line thus far was due to the “partnership [and] willingness of key stakeholders to
engage” (Key Informant 4).
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The results show that most key informants believed that wider community consultation could
have been undertaken for the Ultimo Pedestrian Network but that this would have been likely
to slow down the process. Instead, everyone that borders the Ultimo Pedestrian Network
“who has a footprint or a back wall onto the UPN, they’ve become a stakeholder” (Key
Informant 5). The key stakeholders include University of Technology Sydney, Australian
Broadcasting Corporation, Technical and Further Education NSW, the Powerhouse Museum,
Transgrid, Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, and the City of Sydney. All key informants
saw the benefits engaging these stakeholder had, with Key Informant 9 stating: “You can see
how different parties are engaging with the project amongst the client group as well as
different....government agencies....getting engaged and it’s starting to play out in popular
dialogue about what it is.” Key Informant 10 believed that the drive for the project is equally
shared, but because the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority is the main landowner they act
in a leadership position.

While the comparisons are inevitable, the Ultimo Pedestrian Network differs to the New York
High Line for many reasons. The success of the High Line has largely been attributed to
innovative political and public relation strategies, in conjunction with a creative planning
process as the key stakeholders involved in the High Line project all sought different
outcomes. To overcome this difficulty, the New York City Department of Planning initiated a
rezoning plan (NYC Department of City Planning, 2014b). In contrast, nobody knew exactly
what they wanted for the Goods Line. Therefore, the development of the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network Governance Model has helped to provide a platform for engagement for key
stakeholders so that a single outcome could be agreed upon. Providing a platform for
discussion was beneficial to share ideas, and to help the various stakeholders engage with one
another. Although there are obvious differences between the two cases, both the New York
High Line and the Goods Line can be seen to be “a product of elite social relationships and
market conditions” (Svendsen, 2010, p. 110). Projects of this scale often require a key
stakeholder, in the case of the Goods Line: the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority. The
Goods Line development also reinforces the increase in private sector involvement in public
space management as identified by Kohn (2004), Carmona (2010b) and Graham (2001) and
likewise, the success of the planning process thus far can be largely attributed to several key
stakeholders with a high level of involvement.
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Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority’s Involvement
Although there was ambiguity surrounding the role of the Sydney Harbour Foreshore
Authority in relation to its everyday practices, key informants were approving of the
organisation and its role in the Ultimo Pedestrian Network development. Key Informant 8,
referring to the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, stated: “They’ve been great allies,
they’ve brought good ideas to the table, they’ve been supportive, not that they haven’t really
affected the design so much, but they’ve given us great ammunition or advice in terms of the
brief and that’s fantastic.” The Authority’s role was recognised as being extremely important
to the success of the project thus far, and it was recognised that although it is the landowner,
that is not its only role. Key Informant 8 remarked:
They chair the steering committee, and their responsibility isn’t just as a
landowner, but is moving into place management, so they play that role in Darling
Harbour and they will play that role here. They’ll be, a sort of, the buck stops with
them. They’re our client for this and they’ve been proactively pushing it up the
chain to the Minister and the Planning Minister, and the former Planning Minister.
Although the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority is a state government organisation, in this
particular instance, it appears its motivations differ from the infrastructure, business focused
goals of the government of NSW. Referring to the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, Key
Informant 5 stated:
Their agenda is simply management, they control all of Circular Quay....in the
past few years they’ve become a little bit more proactive about doing stuff....it’s
hard to say what kind of organisation they are. Because I think they’ve never
really been defined. I think they ended up accidentally. They were a space
management organisation, they were a building landlord organisation, they’re not
really about public space although they tried that. So, the Ultimo Pedestrian
Network is one of their first major projects in that respect.
So although the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority is not business driven, it does control an
enormous amount of land in the foreshore and various other parts of the City. For this project
it has been one of the key drivers as noted by Key Informant 9 who stated:
They’ve been really tight. The key is they’ve been really close. They don’t always
agree, but they’re actively talking and they’ve really, from our perspective it’s
integral, their presence is integral to the project. If there were other parties I think,
I don’t know what we would’ve done. It would’ve been a different context.
The research showed that there is a widely held expectation that this will be “a best in class
project from the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority” (Key Informant 8) despite Key
Informant 5 asserting “I find the Ultimo Pedestrian Network slightly enigmatic in that way. It
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couldn’t, shouldn’t be possible.” This comment is largely due to the bureaucratic, autonomous
nature of state agencies who often operate in isolation from one another. This is one way in
which governance at the state and local level are remarkably different, with the City of
Sydney is seen to be more transparent in its operations.

City of Sydney Council
The City of Sydney has been involved in both case studies, though in different capacities. The
Council is a stakeholder on the steering committee of the Goods Line. Besides that, it has
little involvement as it is neither a land owner nor a contributing funder to the project. In
contrast, in the case of Paddington Reservoir Gardens the Council was more involved in the
project as it owns the site, wrote the project brief and directed the development. Regardless of
these differences, the following section will discuss the role of the Council in public space
development with particular reference to the two case studies used in the research.

Through the research the City of Sydney Council was characterised as having a very
progressive agenda and an interest in providing different public spaces for residents. Key
Informant 8 noted that the City of Sydney has provided many best in class projects but that its
agenda has shifted and it is more interested in “George St, light rail, and cycleways in other
parts of the City.” Key Informant 8 also believed that regardless of whether the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network was driven by City of Sydney or the Sydney Harbour Foreshore
Authority the outcomes would not be dissimilar. “They’re both aiming for inclusion,
activation, great public spaces and hopefully that’s what we get.” Although according to Key
Informant 8 perhaps the timeframe for completion would have been different if the City of
Sydney was the main stakeholder. Because the City of Sydney is not a key stakeholder in the
Goods Line and does not have any currency “they are the missing player” (Key Informant 5).
As identified in Chapter 2, a rezoning process was used in the development of the New York
High Line to benefit property and business owners surrounding the railway line (NYC
Department of City Planning, 2014b). Key Informant 5 stated that although the City of
Sydney does not own the Goods Line it could have used its planning diagrams to its
advantage in a similar way to the New York City Planning Department: “They don’t own
University of Technology Sydney, the Ultimo Pedestrian Network, but they do own the
coloured diagrams and they’re incredibly savvy and strategic about what they do have, asset
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control. We give away a little bit of control and we get back a stake in something, they’re
good like that.” The City of Sydney therefore, could use its planning policies more creatively
to better engage the surrounding stakeholders of the Ultimo Pedestrian Network, and to
produce better outcomes for the wider Ultimo area.

Many informants indicated that many of these forward thinking projects are only possible
because the City of Sydney is reasonably wealthy. Several examples were identified of well
executed projects including Technology Park: a multipurpose events space which was
previously railway workshops, Central Park: a high density residential and mixed use
precinct, Pyrmont Park and Ballast Point Park: both previously industrial sites (see Figure
23).

Figure 23: Ballast Point Park (Personal Collection, 2014).

The City of Sydney is also seen to be forward thinking and accommodating, particularly
regarding progressive design. Key Informant 3 believed “they have a strong design culture,
more than any other council in Sydney and they do encourage innovation and iconic
architecture.” The Lord Mayor helped facilitate this progressive thinking with informants
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stating that she was “good at identifying what’s been working well in other cities” (Key
Informant 1), interested in greening the city and bike infrastructure (Key Informant 3) and
spends money on public spaces and visible things (Key Informant 5). The progressive agenda
of the Council is not only evident in its urban design team, but is also reflected in its nonstatutory planning policies, and its willingness to experiment with new planning processes.

7.4 Planning Processes
Planning can enable or inhibit development. As identified in the literature review, the High
Line Park in New York used innovative planning processes to facilitate the development of
the New York High Line Park (NYC Department of City Planning, 2014b). The following
section will discuss the planning processes barriers and opportunities that exist for
infrastructure redevelopment in the City of Sydney. Suggestions made by key informants will
also be discussed in relation to possible improvements that could be made to the existing
planning framework and development application process.

Ultimo Pedestrian Network Planning Process
From the research it is evident the planning process for the Ultimo Pedestrian Network has
not restricted the final design outcome for the key stakeholders involved. Key Informant 9
stated “it was one of the smoother processes....[and that] the approval process was relatively
quick.” This was reinforced by Key Informant 8 who stated: “The planning process has
actually been one of the most smooth processes we’ve been involved in. There’s a huge
amount of [good]will around this project.” Although, Key Informant 8 also stated that the
project manager may have a different viewpoint “because of the complexities of the site and
land ownership.”

The planning process has been challenging mostly due to the fact that the land surrounding
the Ultimo Pedestrian Network is owned by several stakeholders. As identified by Key
Informant 8:
I think there’s about 9 different landowners’ consent required in order to do the
project. Because each of them had to, there’s small crossovers and they had to
have agreements-can we use that sliver of land or [are they] happy to have access
through their site, or change an easement right over the land to do maintenance
work on their building?
100

Although the various stakeholders have been supportive of the project, “when it comes to the
punch, when you’re sitting there trying to submit the application and when you need to
formalise it and have signatures on paper to do that, people really, it’s at that point that they
really have to make a decision to support the design as it is or to question it” (Key Informant
8). Obtaining overall approval has proved to be challenging, but was able to be overcome so
that all stakeholders agreed with the final design.

The development appears to follow a relatively top-down approach to planning. Key
Informant 8 suggested “it sort of is, but it does have this fantastic buy in from the stakeholders
who are around it.” The steering committee with the landowners surrounding the space act as
a forum to share ideas with one another and are “generating a lot of energy and drive” (Key
Informant 8). As discussed earlier, although the wider community are not involved in the
process, there is a culture of sharing ideas representing a somewhat bottom-up approach to
project development.

Paddington Reservoir Gardens Planning Process
Although planning barriers have limited the use of Paddington Reservoir Gardens for
activities and events, the planning barriers facing the Gardens for its construction were
minimal. As it is a State Listed Heritage item everything that took place had to be reversible.
Furthermore, as stated by Key Informant 1: “given it’s a state listed heritage item, we had to
go outside of the City for approval. So we had to liaise with the State Heritage Office.” The
Council met with the State Heritage Office “early and often” (Key Informant 1) so that a good
relationship between the Office and the Council was established.

In terms of planning approvals, this project differed to other park projects which often come
under Part 5.12: Infrastructure development and use of existing buildings of the Crown
(Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012). This is because it is a State Listed Heritage Item,
therefore, a development assessment application is required. As the site is publicly owned
land, a further planning restriction is that the land must be classified as either operational or
community land. The Paddington Reservoir Gardens is classified as community land. This
means it is not able to be sold. The Council also chose not to nominate a land use because,
“generally people will not object to work happening as long as it’s not blocking views or
101

overshadowing. People will object to the use....so we chose not to nominate a use because we
needed to get in here and conserve.” There are also additional requirements for community
land for example, a plan of management is mandatory. A plan of management:
Outlines what you can do with the land. So as an example, not all parks could be
classified for active sport. There might be some areas where the noise or the influx
of traffic on a Saturday isn’t appropriate, so only certain parks can be nominated
for that. You have to go through a plan of management process, consultation with
the community (Key Informant 1).
In the case of Paddington Reservoir Gardens, the plan of management is relatively wide in its
scope. The City of Sydney could:
Potentially lease this [space] commercially. Whether you’d want to do that
politically is a different thing. But it (plan of management) allows it to happen and
it also allows things like that to sometimes happen without a DA (development
application) because it’s gone through a consultation process. The community
agrees that this is the criteria that the site could be used for....often [it is] the
physical work that triggers a DA (Key Informant 1).
Despite the plan of management being relatively permissive, it is still difficult to hold events
in the space. This is due to the restrictive nature of the blanket development application which
covers the site. As stated by Key Informant 1:
Our planning is actually dictating a lot of the use at the moment. Because the use
of the site was closed for 16 years, that meant when we first did the consultation
for this we had to do a lot, there was no sense of ownership of the site. So if
people have a sense of ownership they get really nervous when you want to
change things.
The blanket development application poses a problem as according to Key Informant 3 “the
problem was that we couldn’t officially book the space, because officially you’re meant to get
a development application.” Because the blanket development application is restrictive, for
those events that do not fulfill the criteria a separate application is required. It appears that
this is possible to get around with Key Informant 3 stating:
The way we got around it is you’re just having a little picnic there aren’t you?
And that’s how we got around it. We didn’t have to get a DA. Had to have a RSA
(responsible service of alcohol) that was all. The way we phrased it was we’re a
group of people having a picnic out there.
The current development application came about due to noise complaints about an event
which occurred after the opening of the Gardens:
Because of concerns from the local community it wasn’t very certain what events
they would be and also they gave us approval but the planning constraints were so
rigid that it became unviable. So there has been the odd thing here, but it had to be
finished by 8pm, well that knocked out a lot, may have been 9pm, noise
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restrictions started at 8pm, no use of alcohol, no amplification of music and so that
got so restrictive that it wasn’t viable (Key Informant 1).
The City of Sydney have recognised that these planning controls are the main barrier to using
the site for activities and events. This is not because of the site itself, but rather due to the
surrounding land uses being largely residential. Key informants believed that the success of
the Gardens was overstated with Key Informant 7 believing that the “Council over spruces.
They say it’s a wonderful use for the community and everyone’s using it, but I just have to
say, every time I go past there’s nobody there.” Therefore, the plan of management is being
reviewed in an attempt to accommodate a more diverse range of activities.

7.5 Local Government Policy
The research showed that the disconnection between planning policy and development
controls is a key problem to reusing spaces to their full potential. Key Informant 5 noted that
the City of Sydney has:
Changed their policy quite creatively, [but] they still need to change it to affect the
small scale stuff. They’ve got a lot of policies....fluffy objective side of the policy,
but they haven’t adjusted the development controls....they're changing on the big
things, that was the easiest things to drive but they need to change the small
things.
This was also mentioned by Key Informant 2:
What happens is a planning control is written in the abstract, in isolation.... It can
only operate at an incredibly coarse grain and can only operate at an incredibly
simplistic level....So you go what’s the interconnectedness, it’s the cultural
connection, it’s a physical connection, everything is connected into the greater
system and those sort of things can’t actually find themselves into planning
because they’re too abstract, obtuse.
These two informants indicate that the development controls which must be enforced are
unrealistic and do not align with the City of Sydney’s planning policies.

The disconnection between policy and planning controls was reinforced through the need for
more flexible planning controls. Key Informant 2 believed that the Council recognised this in
saying “we don’t want to write a planning control and go the next stage to a development
application. So we want to do the two together because the architecture will test the planning
control, and the planning control will test the architecture.” This is currently a “fashionable
strategy” (Key Informant 2) which would recognise that policy and development controls will
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never completely align and that this proves to be a barrier for development in an already
complex environment.

In attempt to reduce the conflict which exists between the two planning mechanisms the City
of Sydney is considering progressive measures such as testing new planning controls against
indicative designs to identify the clashes that exist.
These mechanisms....except that the city is already complex and you need to think
about it as an organism. It’s thriving and it’s dying, it’s receiving, regenerating,
and different things in different parts. But ultimately it’s interconnected....That’s a
huge challenge for planning in the future, to provide certainty for the future but at
the same time not to extinguish the opportunity. And we just see planning control
after planning control which extinguishes opportunity.
Extinguishing opportunity is not what the market calls for. “I say to designers and planners,
come and excite the market and come and show them that it doesn’t have to be this
way” (Key Informant 6). In relation to the infrastructure examined in this research, the
planning controls in the opinion of some are preventing the potential of the Paddington
Reservoir Gardens being fully realised. Concerning the planning controls for the Goods Line,
currently it appears that the planning controls are not posing a significant barrier. The two
cases differ as there is little heritage to retain in the Goods Line, therefore, the heritage
restrictions are not as severe or restricting. Furthermore, the surrounding land uses differ
significantly in both areas and, therefore, the two developments seek entirely different
outcomes. As a result, it is difficult to compare the two.

The Sustainable Sydney 2030 Strategy was praised by several key informants in that it sets
significant environmental, social and economic targets and has a particular focus on social
infrastructure. Key Informant 5 also mentioned the Sustainable Sydney 2030 Strategy:
They have a nice planning policy talking about [Sustainable] Sydney 2030. It’s
talking about futures, it’s talking about all sorts of things....they’ve actually done a
thing which I think is immensely sensible in terms of what cities should do in the
face of economic expansion, economic development.
This key strategy as discussed in Chapter 5 is a non-statutory document and as a result has no
statutory weighting. Despite this, it appears it is positively influencing the agenda of the City
of Sydney and contributing to the provision of social capital. As reiterated by Key Informant 1
projects need not always be about capital, “flexibility in planning consents or rates, or what
other ways can they encourage people to do it (fine grain changes)? So it’s not always about
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capital.” There is not always adequate funding for large capital projects, therefore, it is also
important to focus on smaller, less expensive projects and the potential influence these can
have on the urban environment.

7.6 Conclusion
This chapter has sought to outline the planning processes at state and local levels of
government, and the stakeholder interaction that has occurred particularly for the Ultimo
Pedestrian Network. The results have shown that local authorities are enabling these types of
development, and that the involvement of key stakeholders is an important part of the
planning of these spaces. The planning process for each case study has been discussed with
further focus on the City of Sydney’s planning policies and their ability to encourage
contemporary public spaces in the City. The research has shown that planning in these two
cases has not proved to be a barrier to their development, but that stringent development
controls have proved to be a barrier for utilising the Paddington Reservoir Gardens to its full
potential. With the above in mind, the following chapter will synthesize the findings of the
research, and offer possible directions for future studies.
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8: Conclusion
8.1 Introduction
Historically infrastructure has been demolished or abandoned when it is no longer needed.
The current research has developed an understanding of an alternative use for infrastructure
that is not required for its original purpose: the adaptive reuse to provide public space. The
research focused on how adaptively reusing infrastructure can improve connectivity within
the urban environment, and how planning practices can facilitate the process of transforming
infrastructure sites into public spaces. Two case studies were used: Paddington Reservoir
Gardens, and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network in Sydney, New South Wales, Australia, as these
are infrastructure sites that have recently been, or are in the process of being transformed into
public spaces. The research has explored the reuse of these two sites to address the extent to
which infrastructure reuse can provide public space, and how it can provide additional
connections in a dense urban environment. This chapter will synthesize the results, and
outline the significance of the findings, followed by identifying avenues for further research.

8.2 Synthesis of Results
The push for higher densities and intensification in our cities has led to a high demand on
public space. Disused infrastructure can help bridge this shortfall in public space through the
adaptive reuse of infrastructural sites, and can also improve the connectivity of a
neighbourhood. Existing research has reinforced the need for quality urban design principles
to achieve these two outcomes, and recognised the importance of designing for social
engagement. The current research findings support these ideas, recognising that infrastructure
is no different to other public spaces in this regard, and requires high quality urban design,
opportunities for social interaction, and connection to useful destinations to be successful. The
research sought to explore the degree to which infrastructure reuse can provide successful
public spaces. To address this, three objectives were devised:
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1. To understand how infrastructure can be reused as public space.
2. To determine the extent to which adaptive reuse of infrastructure can help
improve the connectivity of an area.
3. Using Paddington Reservoir Gardens and the Ultimo Pedestrian Network as
case studies, to assess the extent to which the planning practices of local
authorities enable the reuse of infrastructure and allow for stakeholder
involvement in the process.
To address these objectives, a mixed method approach was used that consisted of primary
research: informant interviews and public surveys, and secondary research: literature review
and policy analysis. A case study approach was also adopted to provide an understanding of
the general reuse of infrastructure, and to provide more indepth information about how
infrastructure can be reused as a public space and whether the outcomes on the ground
improve the area.

The results have indicated that infrastructure is no different to other public spaces and to
ensure success spaces should connect to useful destinations and relate to the surrounding
environment. Furthermore, there is an increasing need to focus on fine grain design and
stickability so that spaces retain people. Additionally, it is essential that spaces try to provide
for more active forms of leisure, and particularly, provide for both cyclists and pedestrians
simultaneously. Earlier research suggested that infrastructure often forms a rift in the urban
fabric. The findings of the present research indicate that the conversion of infrastructure into
public space can help reduce these gaps, but that surrounding land uses should engage with
the development.

The two case studies employed in this research illustrate that there has been a shift in views
with regard to public space in Sydney. This reflects what is occurring at the international
level. The interest in infrastructure as public space can be attributed largely to the success of
the New York High Line which has redefined what people perceive to be appropriate spaces
to transfer to the public realm. Although the High Line is recognised as a successful example
of infrastructure reuse, it is important that the case is not used as a blueprint for future
projects, and that subsequent infrastructure reuse projects recognise the surrounding context
in which they are situated, and engage with the surrounding land uses.
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Progressive planning measures can be used to encourage contemporary public space
development. The research has indicated that despite planning policies being largely
progressive and forward thinking in Sydney, there are disparities between planning policies
and controls. As a result, spaces are limited in what they can be used for, or what activities
and events can occur within their bounds. The research has also shown that engaging
stakeholders right from the conceptual phase is positive, but discussions need to include all
the potential users of the space, and not just the higher level institutional participants. There is
also a real need to engage with smaller neighbouring businesses and the wider community so
that designers and planners can build on their strengths to provide well used spaces which are
well connected with their surrounds.

8.3 Reflections on Research and Future Research
The pressure to find new spaces through which to develop the public realm is growing and the
development of non-traditional public spaces is increasing in response. At present,
transforming infrastructure into public space is relatively new and, therefore, comparatively
understudied. This research has contributed to understanding the adaptive reuse of
infrastructure as public space, what elements need to be considered for reuse to be successful,
and how reuse can contribute towards improving urban connectivity. The research has also
demonstrated how planning practices can enable reuse and allow for stakeholder involvement
in the planning process. This study is valuable because currently planning policies largely still
provide for greenfield public spaces. The research indicates that adaptively reusing
infrastructural sites as public space is viable, and has begun to fill the gap in the literature
regarding what to do with infrastructure when it is no longer needed. Furthermore, the case
studies have shown how infrastructure can tie together quality urban design principles and the
need for stakeholder engagement to fulfill best in practice planning outcomes.

The research was limited in that it investigated only two case studies. Further comparisons
outside of Sydney, and even Australia, would help increase knowledge in the field.
Furthermore, investigating the success of the Goods Line after it has been finished would help
assess the outcomes of the project and the extent to which it has helped improve connectivity
within the area. It would also help to determine how well the planning processes used have
led to better physical outcomes. A comparative study using a public space not constructed
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from obsolete infrastructure would also help determine whether infrastructure sites are any
different to new public spaces.

Local and state level authorities face many challenges in balancing the need for intensification
and the continual need to provide additional public spaces. It would be useful to investigate
whether authorities actively look for infrastructure or industrial spaces to convert to public
space, and whether they overtly treat these spaces differently. There is also the potential to
investigate the differences in the role of state and local level authorities in the provision of
public space, and the degree to which different bodies view infrastructural sites differently.

8.4 Final Remarks
As cities intensify it is important that the demand for additional public space is
acknowledged. Despite additional space in dense urban environments being at a premium, it
is crucial that decision makers recognise that there are alternative spaces which can be
developed to improve the public realm, and that these can also help to provide for more active
transport modes in our cities. Greater emphasis is being placed on the need for quality urban
design which facilitates interactive public spaces, and on providing spaces which suit
different users. With the recent success of the New York High Line, there is an increased
interest in adaptively reusing spaces which may not have been immediately thought of as able
to contribute to the public sphere. It is important to build upon this interest, and to investigate
how infrastructure sites can use their quirkiness to excite urban inhabitants as at present the
literature on infrastructure reuse as public space is very limited. This research emphasizes that
due to high demand for public space, infrastructure reuse provides a possible alternative to
providing additional spaces. It demonstrates that progressive planning can engender these
projects, though there is a need to reduce the disconnections that often exist between planning
policy and planning controls at the local level. In theory, the two should match, so that the
goals of the Council are able to be achieved on the ground. The current research has
illustrated that these disconnections are present in Sydney and to encourage more innovative
public space projects, work needs to be done so that they better align.
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Appendices
Appendix A
An example of questions posed to key informants during the research process:

• What is your role/job description in the organisation?
• What is your role in Sydney urban planning?
• How have you been involved in any infrastructure projects? Either demolition or
abandonment?
• What were the key drivers for abandonment/demolition of this project?
• How have you been involved in the reuse of either Case study A or B?
• What were the key drivers behind the project?
• Who are the key stakeholders in the project?
• Can you explain the planning processes involved with the projects?
• Has this enabled or inhibited development?
• How have the public been involved in the planning process?
• How do you think this process could have been better?
• What are the predicted outcomes of the project?
• How have the outcomes of the project differed to what was intended?
• Has the project (or will the project) improve/d the livability of people within the area?
• How has the project (or will the project) contribute/d towards Sydney’s aim to become a
more sustainable City?
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Appendix B

Obsolete Urban Infrastructure Reuse in Sydney
INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS
Thank you for showing an interest in this project. Please read this information sheet
carefully before deciding whether or not to participate. If you decide to participate,
thank you. If you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we
thank you for considering our request.
What is the aim of the project?
This project is to fulfil part of the requirements of the Master of Planning qualification at
the University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand. The aim of this project is to
understand the processes behind infrastructure reuse in Sydney, and whether these
projects are improving the sustainability of the City and the livability for city dwellers.
What type of participants are being sought?
A wide array of participants are being sought for inclusion in this study. In particular,
those with planning knowledge, and those involved in the development process for
both Case Study A, (Paddington Reservoir Gardens) and Case Study B, (The Goods
Line). Additionally, members of the public are sought to determine the success of the
two projects.
Interviewees will initially be identified and contacted via email or telephone.
Subsequent participants will be identified and contacted through initial participants.
There is no limit on number of participants, but all those who contribute must be at
least 18 years of age.
Questionnaire participants will be chosen at random from those using the space. Once
again, there is no limit on number of participants, but all those who contribute must be
at least 18 years of age.
What will participants be asked to do?
Should you agree to take part in this project you will be asked to answer questions
based on your knowledge and experience in the planning processes or your
involvement in either Case Study. The questions will be open ended and should not
take more than one hour. The researcher will do her best to ensure that you are not
uncomfortable. If at any time you do feel uncomfortable during the interview and do
not wish to take part in the project, you may do so without any disadvantage.
The questionnaire data will be written answers to the questions. Participants are
welcome to answer as many or as few questions as they so wish and will not be
disadvantaged if they do not answer all the questions provided.
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What data or information will be collected and what use will be made of it?
The data collected will focus on the planning processes surrounding infrastructure reuse
in Sydney and the sustainability and livability outcomes of these projects.
This research involves an open-questioning technique where the precise nature of the
questions that will be asked have not been determined in advance, but will depend on
the way in which the interview develops. Consequently, although the University of
Otago Human Ethics Committee is aware of the general areas to be explored in the
interview, the Committee has not been able to review the precise questions which will
be used. In the event that the line of questioning does develop in such a way that you
feel hesitant or uncomfortable you are reminded of your right to decline to answer any
particular question(s) and also that you may withdraw from the project at any stage
without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind.
The information gathered will be used in the writing of the final Master’s Thesis and
only the researcher and the researcher’s supervisor will have access to it prior to the
printing of the thesis.
The results of the project may be published and will be available in the University of
Otago Library, Dunedin, New Zealand. Every attempt will be made to preserve your
anonymity. You are most welcome to request a copy of the results of the project should
you wish.
The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only the researcher and
the researcher’s supervisors will have access to it. At the end of the project any personal
information will be destroyed immediately except, as required by the University’s
research policy, any raw data on which the results of the project depend will be
retained in secure storage for five years, after which it will be destroyed.
Reasonable precautions will be taken to protect and destroy data gathered by email.
The security of electronically transmitted information cannot be guaranteed. Caution is
advised in the electronic transmission of sensitive material.
Can Participants Change their Mind and Withdraw from the Project?
You may withdraw from participation in the project at any time and without any
disadvantage to yourself of any kind.
What if participants have any questions?
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free
to contact either:
“This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If
you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the
Committee through the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph + 643 479 8256).
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated and you will be
informed of the outcome.”
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Appendix C

Obsolete Urban Infrastructure Reuse in Sydney
CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is
about. All my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. I understand that I am
free to request further information at any stage.
I know that:
1.
My participation in the project is entirely voluntary;
2.

I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage;

3.
Personal identifying information which is audio recorded will be destroyed at the
conclusion of the project but any raw data on which the results of the project depend
will be retained in secure storage for at least five years;
This research involves an open-questioning technique where the precise nature
of the questions that will be asked have not been determined in advance, but will
depend on the way in which the interview develops. Consequently, although the
University of Otago Human Ethics Committee is aware of the general areas to be
explored in the interview, the Committee has not been able to review the precise
questions to be used. In the event that the line of questioning does develop in such a
way that I feel hesitant or uncomfortable I am reminded of my right to decline to
answer any particular question(s) and also that I may withdraw from the project at any
stage without any disadvantage to myself of any kind.
5.
The researcher will endeavour to ensure that I am not uncomfortable, but If at
any time I do feel uncomfortable and wish to not take part in the project, I know that I
may do so without any disadvantage to myself of any kind
6.
The results of the project may be published and will be available in the
University of Otago Library (Dunedin, New Zealand) but every attempt will be made to
preserve my anonymity should I choose to remain anonymous.
7.
I grant/do not grant my permission to allow the researchers to record my
interview
8.

I grant/do not grant permission to allow the researchers to use my identity

121

This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If
you
have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the
Committee through the Human Ethics Committee Administrator (ph 03 479 8256 or
email (gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and
investigated and you will be informed of the outcome.
I agree to take part in this project.
.............................................................................
...............................
(Signature of participant)
(Date)
.............................................................................
(Printed Name
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Appendix D

Ultimo Pedestrian Network Users Survey
1. How often do you use
this space?
Daily
2-3 times per week
Once a week
Fortnightly
Once a month
Yearly
One off visit

If no, what would you like to
see done with the space?
.............................................
.............................................
.............................................
.............................................

2. What time of day do you
use the space?
Before 8am
8am-12pm
12-2pm
2pm-5pm
5pm-7pm
7pm-9pm
After 9pm

Better connections to
more destinations
More extensive
pedestrian network
More green area
More community
activities
Other (Specify)
.............................................
.............................................
.............................................
.............................................

3. What do you use this
space for?
Walking to another
destination
Sitting
Recreation
Eating
Reading
Market vendors
Meeting people
Other (Specify)
4. Do you think this is a
good use of space?
Yes
No

5. How could this space be
improved?

6. Does the space encourage
social interaction/
gathering?
No
Yes (Please expand)
.............................................
.............................................
.............................................
7. Do you think the space
has been designed well?

If no, what changes would
you like to see made?
................................................
................................................
................................................
................................................
................................................
8. Do you think this park is
better than traditional
urban walkways?
Yes
No
Please explain.........................
...............................................
................................................
................................................
................................................
................................................
...............................................
9. Would you like to see more
projects like this go ahead?
Yes
No
Explain....................................
..............................................
................................................
................................................
................................................
................................................

Yes
No
Explain
.............................................
.............................................
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