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1 ARCHITECTURE DESIGN STUDIO 

The Masters of Architecture Design Studio at Monash University involved 15 

students1 and ran for a semester from July 2013. The following provides a summary 

of student projects developed and the ideas presented to community at the 

engagement forums. They are categorised into key thematic groups and located on 

area maps of the two study locations (Area A and Area B). 

1.1 Area A 

Figure 1: Area A concept design strategies location map 

 

Project locations correspond to place-specific opportunities for delivering higher densities with minimal 
impact on surrounding residents, taking advantage of existing services and amenity to support population 
increases and improving connections and generally enhance the neighbourhood overall. 

Figure 2: Little Hill City: small hyper dense 'village' with publicly accessible elevator 

 

(A1) Little Hill City: using four consolidated sites at the end of a block (only one of four sides abut 
neighbouring properties) the proposition tested building masses up to four storeys with substantially 
reduced street setbacks. Small scale public and retail spaces are provided at ground floor and a publicly 
accessible elevator is used to traverse the steep topography, enabling an accessible path to the nearby 
tram and shops. (Image by Beshara Taouk) 

                                                
1
  Participating students: Sera Borensztajn, Michael Bradey, Radoslaw Buczek, Stacey Epstein, Emilia 

Fabris, Joel Grey, Nancy Iosofidis, Miranda Keogh, Ellie Kirk, James Kladouris, Lara Pannuzzo, Gretel 
Stent, Beshara Taouk, Michael Truong, Sophie Weber. 
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Figure 3: óBus Stop Greenô project, before Figure 4: óBus Stop Greenô project, after 

       

(A2) Bus Stop Green: sites adjacent to local bus services were redeveloped as two-storey cluster 
housing, also providing upgrades to the street and existing bus stop. Generous, landscaped street 
setbacks and reconditioned road spaces, including new traffic calming infrastructure and paving 
treatments, change the hierarchy of the road and create spaces for small parks/play areas. The activated 
street encourages passive surveillance of public spaces and a new pedestrian route through the housing 
sites increases neighbourhood connectivity with a direct route to the bus stop. (Images by Joel Grey) 

Figure 5: Back of House: Park edge, before Figure 6: Back of House: Park edge, after 

    

(A3) Back of House: land parcels on the fringe of parkland were redeveloped at higher densities without 

impacting on neighbouring properties. The dwellings at the back of the block have immediate access to 
parkland, potentially reducing the amount of private open space required. The siting of new dwellings 
increases access to the park for surrounding residents. Small commercial and community programs are 
located on the threshold between the development and the park, increasing the functionality of the open 
space amenity and improving security for the currently underused community resource. (Images by Lara  
Pannuzzo) 

Figure 7: Service Hub Shortcut 

 

(A4) Service Hub Shortcut: the existing, poorly-defined and unsafe pedestrian linkage from the main 
residential area to the tram corridor and shops is re-landscaped and activated with new housing and a 
public swimming pool. The pool provides a significant recreational opportunity for the adjacent retirement 
villages, enabling greater age-diverse social interaction. (Image by Gretel Stent) 
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Figure 8: Village Gateway, before Figure 9: Village Gateway, after 

      

(A5) Village Gateway: opening the barrier between the existing retirement village and established 
residential area to the south creates opportunities for greater integration between the two (A6). A 
childcare facility spanning the border is proposed as a kind of ógatehouseô. (Images by Michael Bradey) 

Figure 10: Bike Highway beacon before Figure 11: Bike Highway beacon, after 

   

(A6) Bike Highway Beacon: a corner allotment protruding into expansive parkland was identified for its 
presence, potential public role and its proximity to an extensive óbicycle highwayô connecting to the inner 
city. A new complex including an art gallery, residency studio, community room and café are proposed, 
serving as a marker and rest-stop on the existing recreational corridor. (Images by Michael Bradey) 

1.2 Area B 

Figure 12: Area B concept design strategies location map 

 

Project locations were selected to deliver high density housing in specific areas to minimise impact on 
surrounding residents. Large public housing estates that do not directly abut traditional suburban sites 
have resulted in some larger scale projects with opportunities for new public and community amenities. 
Projects sought to connect the abundance of reserves, sports grounds and parks in the area through 
residential areas, enhancing the neighbourhood and streetscape. 
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Figure 13: Mansion on the edge of park 

 

Figure 14: Mansion on the edge of sports ground 

 

(B1) Mansion on the Park: this strategy proposed a single, tall building (four to five storeys) at each of the 

many large parks and sports grounds distributed around the suburb. The ómansion on the parkô model 
restricts density to targeted sites allowing other established residential areas to remain unchanged. Age-
friendly accommodation of sufficient scale supports shared on-site care. New facilities at ground level 
(e.g. a physio practice or local heritage archive) are carefully selected to complement local activities and 
serve on-site residents alike. (Image by Michael Truong) 

Figure 15: Corner hub and cross-over 

 

(B2) Corner hub and cross-over links an existing housing estate to the park and ameliorates a busy road 

arterial with new pedestrian crossings. The major road frontage and independence of the large site from 
the existing low-rise fabric was an opportunity for new mixed tenure six-storey apartments on the corner 
of the site. It transforms a prominent part of the suburb, which is presently viewed as run-down and 
unattractive. The rest of the estate could be redeveloped in time. (Image by Emilia Fabris) 
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Figure 16: Bus Stop Combo, before Figure 17: Bus Stop Combo after 

    

(B4) Bus Stop Combo: selects sites at existing bus stops and proposes small nodes of targeted density. 

The bus routes are the only public transport available within the one kilometre area and tend to be 
located on busier arterial roads. The scheme proposes public realm upgrades in the form of óbus stop 
combosôðsmall shops, offices, community services and urban terraces seamlessly integrate with new 
bus ósuper-stopsô. A suite of options at different scales can be replicated and calibrated to the immediate 
context (a suite of small, medium, and large ócombosô). (Image by James Kladouris) 

Figure 18: Green Belt, before 

 

Figure 19: Green Belt, after 

 

(B4) Green Belt: transforms tertiary residential streets into new bicycle and pedestrian networks, 
reclaiming underutilised road reserves for new recreational and outdoor community uses. Interventions 
ranged from simply planting vegetables on the nature strip to traffic calming and small sports courts. 
Local residents could óopt-inô by removing fences and utilising setback spaces. With gradual take-up, a 
new neighbourhood network could link up existing public open spaces. The scheme works in with the 
previous project 'Bus-stop-combo'.(Image by Radoslaw Buczek) 
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Figure 20: Pause and Play Plaza 

 

(B5) Pause and Play Plaza: redevelops an existing public housing estate at the intersection of two main 
roads into a new neighbourhood centre. It is offered as an alternative to the existing shops and public 
spaces which are not conducive to much more than a quick stop for petrol or groceries. Likewise, 
surrounding residential streets are uniformly conditioned for car use. A new retail complex with shop-top 
housing on the perimeter of the block is opened at key corners to enable access to a new central plaza 
where a mix of local uses (e.g. nurseries, internet cafes, a laundromat) provide an active óthird placeô for 
the community to stop, gather and interact. (Image by Sophie Weber) 

Figure 21: The Piazza 

 

(B6) The Piazza: Three adjoining residential lots that span across a block are redeveloped as a new 
public piazza, combining higher density housing and new types of pedestrian friendly public space while 
carefully managing overshadowing and overlooking of neighbouring properties. The project preserves a 
sense of openness for neighbouring back yards, while laneways through the site provide shortcuts 
between the sporting oval and the shops. (Image by Sera Borensztajn) 
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Figure 22: Community Car Park 

 

(B7) Community Car Park: responds to the inevitable need for more parking as housing densities 

increase. Rather than providing this directly with the dwelling, the project groups parking on a larger 
consolidated site, serving all new dwellings in a walkable distance. To optimise site use, housing is 
provided above and a small community facility is located on the street frontage. Parking can be shared by 
multiple uses at different time of the day; the new structure and driveway are designed for transient public 
activities such as markets or informal play activities. (Image by Nancy Iosofidis) 
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2 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

The following presents context information around how the community engagement 

methodology was developed, a detailed account of that methodology, and the data 

outputs from the four-part engagement workshop events.  

2.1 Preamble 

The first chapter of Creightonôs Public Participation Handbook (2005) defines what 

public participation is and, equally as importantly, what it is not. In doing so he clearly 

articulates that engagement with the public should be concerned with making the 

correct decision, that is the decision which satisfies constituents and which can 

therefore be implemented more effectively, as opposed to seeing 'what we can get 

away with'; a distinction that has apparently been lost in many Australian projects 

(Kelly 2010; Productivity Commission 2011). Public participation then seeks to find the 

most effective way to generate consensus by using methods that encourage 

collaboration, rather than to build consensus, through manipulation or coercive 

advertising, for example. The logic being that decisions made through consensus, 

though more difficult to generate, have tackled the range of issues that may otherwise 

result in reworking the plan later on, and are thus far easier to implement; as 

illustrated in Figure 23 below. 

Figure 23: Unilateral versus public participation decision implementation time 

 

Source: Creighton 2005, p.18 

The successes of public participation in urban planning nationally (Randwick City 

Council 2010; City of Subiaco 2012) and internationally (Vancouver 1995; 

Christchurch City Council 2011), a strong and well developed academic history and 

set of methodologies (Arnstein 1969; Abbott 1996; Sanoff 2000; Innes & Booher 2004; 

Aulich 2009; Eversole 2012) and the existence of an international public participation 

educational body (International Association for Public participation(IAP2 2007), has 

seen Australian Federal Government demand that local governments develop 

methodologies for effectively harnessing community input for planning (COAG Reform 

Council 2012). While this call has come after the fact, with most states having already 

developed their own documents (Department of Planning 2003; Department of 

Sustainability and Environment 2005; Local Government Association of South 

Australia 2008; Department of Communities 2011), it indicates that the power of 

stakeholder engagement to achieving positive ends has been endorsed federally and 

is therefore an effective mechanism for effecting positive change. 

Community engagement traditionally assumes a bottom up approach, but also 

acknowledges the limitations of time and budget placed upon governing bodies. As 
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such, the discourse tends to invoke ladders or spectrums of engagement, which 

illustrate the types of engagement, their practical uses and the level of involvement of 

both organisers and respondents. The most widely used and current schema is IAP2ôs 

Spectrum of Public Participationðsee Figure 24. 

Figure 24: Spectrum of public participation (IAP2 2007) 

 

With the goal of gaining public participation in projects, the spectrum identifies the 

reason for engagement (a fact that is often overlooked) and, through focusing on the 

ópromise to the publicô, assists practitioners in delivering the most effective product to 

their clients. It is also a starting point for highlighting the correct engagement tools, the 

discussion of which begins to unpack the budgetary and time constraints of the 

project, as well as the requirements that must be satisfied. 

2.2 Preservation of confidentiality 

All public engagement material and activity carefully avoided any mention of DHS 

landholdings or redevelopment of public housing property. While DHS landholding 

data provided essential information for the research team regarding the potential for 

integrated precinct redevelopment, it also comes with the responsibility of assuring the 

privacy of tenants; so that their property cannot be identified as social housing by a 

third party, or that social housing tenants involved in engagement activities do not 

become incensed due to assuming that their property is being considered for 

demolition. Thus, as a further precaution, at any point of public engagement involving 

maps or other spatial representations, the precinct allotment pattern was altered to 

avoid its identification as public housing landholdings, while maintaining the spatial 

distribution of dwellings. This provides researchers with the ability to work on a 

foundation that both protect individual rights while also providing a realistic 

representation of potential precinct lots. 
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2.3 Methodology 

2.3.1 Exposition of process 

Engagements in both study areas adopted a plan consisting of three stages, which 

can each be categorised on the IAP2 spectrum: Pre-engagement, On-site Presence, 

and Primary Engagement Event. 

2.3.2 Pre-engagement 

Local government managers, planners and community participation officers were the 

first port of call. It was imperative that municipal officers were both aware and 

supportive of the process, as there would likely be a significant amount of tacit 

information among government officers relating to pertinent local issues, existing and 

prior engagements, and relevant points of contact within the community. In addition to 

providing valuable advice and assistance in achieving successful engagement 

outcomes, their guidance was necessary due to the risks and sensitivities that 

speculation on urban redevelopment can trigger. 

Similarly, activating and pre-engaging with established community groups is important 

for a number of reasons: they hold significant community knowledge; due to their 

incorporation they have the potential to wield power locally; their established social 

network has the capacity to attract more members of the local community; and, 

through initial engagement and dialogue, has the potential to gain intelligent and 

honest feedback, as opposed to polemical rhetoric. By engaging with the existing 

community structure the research demonstrated the respect required of the local 

community, as well as, in accordance with community development principles 

(Mowbray 2005; Ife & Tesoriero 2006; King & Cruickshank 2012), using the pre-

existing social resources of the community to empower its constituents. As mentioned, 

the initial identification of these groups came from meetings with municipal officers, 

and afterwards from the connections that initial meetings with these groups produced. 

Initial meetings with municipal officers and interest groups largely sit in the óinformô 

and óconsultô IAP2 spectrum; as researchers were informing relevant organisations 

about the planned events, gathering broad local information and seeking information 

as to further contacts in both areas. Effectively these meetings were lead-in 

conversations where trust is established and the community becomes óknownô to the 

researchers. Potentially they can also reduce conflict and misunderstanding at later 

public engagement workshops. Though input from members of these organisations 

may ultimately contribute to the research, no data, other than additional contacts and 

improving the understanding of local context, was formally captured here. 

Local residents (both public and private) and their feedback on precinct design 

opportunities, outside of any group affiliation, were the focal point of the engagement. 

As such, their feedback required the most attention and management. This was done 

through establishing on-site presences and hosting formally run workshops at which 

data capture occurred. 

2.3.3 On-site presence 

At an early meeting, municipal officers in Study Area A suggested that engagement 

would be most effective if researchers actually visited and took up occupation in the 

area for a sustained period of time. It was thus decided to begin the engagements (in 

terms of making contact with the general public) with an in-situ design studio 

intensive. This studio involved architecture students and researchers working to set-

up the space, developing design strategies that were ultimately presented at a final 

workshop, running open design critiques, gathering site information and building a 
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large physical model of the area as an engagement tool. Furthermore, a campaign of 

disseminating information about the engagement was directed from the studio (with 

letter-box drops and customised poster pin-ups (Figure 25) complementing a web-

site). 

Figure 25: Engagement posters distributed around area prior to workshop event 
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Working on site allowed the students to immerse themselves in the local context of 

the research area as well as acting as an óopen houseô to locals; where the 

engagement project could be introduced and general feedback acquired. The aim of 

the open houses was not to gather explicit data, but rather to: 

Ą Better inform students and researchers of the site and local issues for designs. 

Ą Demonstrate to community our commitment to investigation/engagement. 

Ą Ultimately to encourage higher levels of community participation. 

Due to design strategies still being in progress until the final workshops, recording all 

comments from passers-by served little purpose. However, a social researcher was 

on hand to capture comments in the final days of the open house; when local groups 

were invited to formally view the exhibit. Observations from these sessions were 

included in the data gathering phase, as were interviews with students as to their 

interactions with locals and the knowledge they gather through their design work. 

2.3.4 Primary engagement event 

The final and most substantive stage of the engagement was an open public 

workshop event. This was primarily an inquiry driven by a design process (Gooding & 

Metz 2006; Zeisel 1981; Infrastructure 2003), which aimed to test specific 

redevelopment scenarios by obtaining community responses to a series of designs, of 

varying scale and incorporating different uses and urban relationships, for each 

locality. 

It was pivotal to the project that data from this event was captured in a way that could 

be analysed and used effectively by the research team. As such, the event required 

significant design to ensure it effectively captured the responses of attendees at both 

a micro and macro level. Due to this activity being focused partly on feedback to 

existing designs, but also on novel solutions to existing issues, it is both divergent and 

convergent. 

Given the high degree of political sensitivity and potential for community 

impact/outrage, as well as the complexity of the engagement (in attempting to tackle a 

wide range of issues relating to urban redevelopment), this primary aspect of the 

engagement sits between the óinvolveô and ócollaborateô sections of the IAP2 

spectrum. This is supported by the ópromise to the publicô for each of these sections, 

with óinvolvementô promising 'we will work with you to ensure that your concerns and 

issues are directly reflected in the alternatives developed' and ócollaborateô promising 

'we will look to you for direct advice and innovation in formulating solutions and 

incorporate your advice and recommendations into the decisions' (see Figure 26). 



 

 13 

Figure 26: Community engagement matrix 

 

Source: Local Government Association of South Australia 2008, p.16 

It was thus vital that the workshop facilitated individuals to: 

1. Comment on features that are specific to individual designs. 

2. Comment on the barriers and opportunities for redevelopment, contextualised 
within the local environment. 

3. Comment on the barriers and opportunities to redevelopment broadly. 

As such, the workshop followed a program of introduction followed by three separate 

discussions: 

Ą An introductory presentation kicked things off, providing a swift overview of all 
design strategies and the engagements' objectives. The narrative advanced was 
one of: 'Change is already happening. More change is going to happen. If you 
would like to be involved in the transformation of your area, what do you consider 
acceptable/unacceptable?' 

Ą The first discussion allowed attendees to explore the exhibition, examining 
scenarios and discussing them with students and researchers. Using adhesive 
notes, attendees were invited to leave comments on each of the projects. These 
comments were gathered and collated by researchers for later analysis. 

Ą The second was a round table discussion, where attendees responded to themes 
that arose in the first discussion and commented on the collective assembly of 
strategies forming the precinct. Transcending the individual precinct components, 
the discussion was primarily directed toward residentsô broader aspirations, and 
opinions on trade-offs and tipping points. Moreover, as the discussion was held as 
a group, participants had the opportunity to hear other peopleôs points of view, 
contesting these or adjusting their own such that there may be some movement 
towards consensus. The discussion was recorded for later transcription, coding 
and analysis. 

Ą The third involved each attendee developing a list of personal primary 
redevelopment concerns. This final data-gathering point ensured that the opinions 
of all (not just the vocal) attendees, as well as themes which may not have been 
covered in the second discussion, were captured. 

All discussion grew from or was at least coloured by the presentation of 

tentative/hypothetical design propositions. Presenting student work was considered 
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useful as its obvious hypothetical nature may reduce the tensions and anxieties that 

more óseriousô redevelopment propositions could evoke. Further, employing design as 

a sounding board and tool for discussion gives people something reasonably resolved 

and specific that they can actually see and judge. A reaction to this is thus probably 

more reliable than to a verbal description of the same issues and propositionsðwhich 

will struggle to include the same level of complexity. A personôs response to a órealô 

designed artefact tells us about their attitudes to both óWhatô and óHowô, for example 

the ówhatô could be introducing apartment-style housing, and the óhowô could touch 

upon architectural style or quality, the moderation of building scale through clever 

massing, or the inclusion of urban amenities such as child-care and community 

facilities. 

2.3.5 Account of engagements 

Study Area A 

Once the Study Area A was identified, the municipal offices of the Local Government 

Area it was located in were contacted and a meeting between researchers and 

relevant local government officers initiated. This meeting was attended by statutory 

planners and community engagement officers. Their input was helpful in the final 

selection of one of two possible study areas identified by the researchers (each 

1 kilometre square and roughly 500 metres apart). They advised against operating in 

a residential area closer to the local activity centre, due to having recently run a 

neighbourhood regeneration there and the high probability of óengagement fatigueô 

locally. They were able to identify recent redevelopment issues, engagement projects 

and relevant interest groups, having recently held intensive engagement on new state 

zoning regulations. The groups and associations indicated as key local contacts were: 

Ą a local 'neighbourhood house' 

Ą two local (public housing) Tenants Associations 

Ą a local Progress Association 

Ą a sports club located directly in the study area. 

Staff attended monthly meetings with all groups five weeks prior to the final workshop 

to provide an overview of the research and gain local support, and again one week 

prior to the event. Key staff from other local organisations (the names of which were 

gathered at these meetings) were contacted and provided with information on the 

engagement process. Roughly 20 hours was spent in direct contact with locals, both 

educating them as to the issues and asking for attendance.  

Concurrently, researchers also went about acquiring space for design students to 

work in situ. This was initially identified as being in a local health centre, but was 

finally relocated to a local rugby club on the edge of the research areaðwhere they 

would finalise their work before presentation to the general public.  

One week prior to engagements students presented their work to date at a ómock 

engagementô, where industry experts commented on the standard of work and its 

readiness for community engagement. Outcomes of this process resulted in a uniform 

colour scheme being developed and personal narratives of designers being honed so 

as to more effectively describe the potential of the design, as well as showing 

students how to more effectively acquire data from respondents. 
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Figure 27: Design strategy presentation material 

 

Students were split into two groups, with one group continuing to develop designs for 

each research area. The entire student and research body moved into the rugby club 

one week before the organised workshop. Design students continued to work on their 

design strategies, while the rest of the students began constructing a scale model of 

the suburb and advertising the event through letterbox drops and placing posters 

around the area.  

Two days prior to the workshop local residents and members of associations were 

invited into the space to provide comment on the work to date as well as their opinions 

of the locale generallyðwhich informed researchers as to the key motivations and 

concerns of residents before the workshop, as well as getting local ógate-keepersô 

(O'Riley 2009) onside for the event. 

The night of the workshop saw 40 local residents attend, the majority being 

community members who had previously met face-to-face. The workshop began with 

an overview to the research, after which attendees were asked to examine the 

individual projects; leaving comments on each using supplied post-it notes. Thirty 

minutes was allowed for this process during which time attendees moved throughout 

the space, interacting with designers, supplying both verbal and written comment on 

designs and their impression of them. 

Figure 28: Posters advertising the engagement around Area A 
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Figure 29: Post-it notes providing project specific feedback 

 

Figure 30: Facilitated discussion around large model of entire study area 

 

Figure 31: Discussion around specific design strategies and general themes 

 

This initial phase of the research was brought to an end by attendees being invited to 

gather around the scale model of the suburb. A (recorded) group conversation was 

led by a convener who commenced by having students óreport backô on their individual 

discussions, identifying the key hypotheses presented by the projects and 

summarising the responses they received. The convener then steered the group 

discussion towards the larger scale, drawing out their views on the coordination of the 

projects as an integrated precinct, and the net effect within the existing 

neighbourhood. This allowed locals to speak about broader concerns and aspirations, 

and pick up issues that had not been touched upon by the projects presented. 

Once the key points had been discussed, attendees were (as the final piece of data) 

asked to supply a ótop 5ô of their key redevelopment concerns, after which food was 

served and informal discussion among attendees, researches and students began. 
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Attendeeôs comments on individual designs, as well as their ótop 5ô, were gathered for 

collation. All research staff and participants were, over the following three days, 

formally interviewed as to their personal interaction with attendees, as related to 

design outcomes. Audio and video footage of the workshop was transcribed, coded 

and analysed shortly after. 

Study Area B 

A similar process was undertaken in Study Area B. Initial meetings with the Chief 

Executive Officer and relevant staff in planning and community outreach from Local 

Government provided information on existing planning issues and recent 

engagements, however, as opposed to Area Aôs council meeting, it provided little in 

the way of contact details for relevant groups. Field work and pre-engagement 

activities were also unable to uncover local relevant interest groups, which resulted in 

less outreach by such channels prior to the workshop event. 

However, considerable exposure and some face-to-face interaction with the 

community was enabled through the shopfront location and setup of a ópop-upô design 

studio. Researchers were able to secure a studio space with a large window frontage 

in the local shopping strip with high volumes of foot and vehicle traffic. Students were 

able to work in full view of passers-by for a whole week, and community members 

frequently came in for a chat. 

As with Area B, the student body was divided in two; one group developing their 

designs while the other built a scale model of the locale and advertised the event. 

Aside from the letter-box drop, and placement of posters, four local schools were also 

asked to distribute advertisements to the event in their weekly newsletter. 

Figure 32: Posters advertising the engagement around Area B 

 

Figure 33: Students working on-location (L), engagement material (R) 
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The evening of the workshop saw 30 local residents attend, and ran as per the 

previous engagement, with data capture occurring in three distinct stages: comments 

on individual designs, a group discussion and obtaining attendees ótop 5ô issues of 

redevelopment concerns. Data was gathered, collated, coded and analysed as 

previously described. 

Figure 34: Shop front studio space 

 

Figure 35: Discussion around specific design strategies and general themes 

 

2.4 Outcomes 

The following are outputs from each of the three stages of data capture at the primary 

engagement events. 

2.4.1 Study Area AðResponses to individual projects  

A1 Little Hill CityðAlthough the new means to get up the hill proposed by this scheme 

was well received, and some thought the fine grain public space running through it 

might develop into something special, there were several misgivings. These included 

concerns about loitering and security due to the site being too far away from urban 

bustle to be properly activated, and the small amount of private open space being 

inadequate/unappealing.  

A2 Bus Stop GreenðLocals responded well to the additional social space and utility 

presented, and most thought traffic slowing measures were a good idea. Concerns 

were raised about the clustered car parks being too large and thus susceptible to use 

by non-residents for anti-social behaviour. Additional security measures were 

requested, including suggestions to include small business tenancy. 

A3 Back of HouseðThe connectivity to parkland, which is currently seen as barren 

and unsafe, was well received, to the point where some said it 'should have been 

done a long time ago'. The higher housing density was viewed favourably as it could 

provide security through community policing (passive surveillance). Residents 
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welcomed the smaller scale activity zonesðshops, sporting facilities, and they also 

wanted things in the park, like a communal veggie garden. Cars and existing 

ónuisancesô (e.g. trial bikes) must be taken into account. 

A4 Service Hub ShortcutðLocals confirmed that the informal thoroughfare is currently 

problematic, but is very important and will become more-so in time. The proposals for 

its upgrade was very warmly received, as was the idea of a pool or other community 

facility as a new inclusive social space. 

A5 Village GatewayðThe proposal to form a new connection between the retirement 

village and neighbourhood behind received mixed responses. There was notable 

interest in encouraging interaction between young and old, and some thought the 

through connection to the tram route created was valuable to all residents. However, 

the big fence is there for a reasonðit was pointed out that security is important to 

aged people and they have a right to it; as such any gateway would need to be 

carefully managed. 

A6 Bike Highway BeaconðLocals were extremely positive about this idea, as it 

addressed two key issues around the parkðits lack of security and insufficient 

amenity to sustain real use and community activity. Reinforcing and connecting to the 

existing bike trail was also welcomed. The increased density and height proposed was 

deemed quite acceptable in light of these benefits, barring a few tweaks to the 

buildingôs massing and architectural language, and a sound strategy to deal with 

parking needs.  

2.4.2 Group/roundtable discussion 

The following provides a summary of the roundtable conversations at the workshop, 

based on coding and analysis of a transcription. 

Directions/guidance 

Big picture:  

Ą change and growth viewed very favourably if they supportð 

Ą greater security 

Ą more vibrant community with greater activation of public realm 

Ą more shops/services. 

Tipping points for urban change: 

Ą no more than three (possibly four) storeys (in general residential areas) 

Ą should not compromise privacy or impinge on other peopleôs amenity 

Ą larger scale/height developments should provide something to community life. 

Incremental change: 

Ą Important to start with existing assets and structures that could play a big role in 
day-to-day life, but are currently degraded and failing. Identify community/urban 
centres that are already well connected to the neighbourhood, such as depressed 
local shops. 

New housing that engages with the public realm: 

Ą faces the street 

Ą doesnôt hide people away 

Ą looks, feels like itôs part of the community (e.g. balconies, thoroughfares). 
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Neighbourhood character: 

Ą No need to mimic, but keep the feel of the existing. Integrate with the architectural 
fabric that already exists (this was as much about community cohesion as 
aesthetic taste). Donôt stick out 'like dogsô balls'. 

New facilities: 

Ą parking and public toilets required 

Ą underground parking preferred 

Ą quality not quantity of open space. 

Encourage mix: 

Ą allow a diversity of socio-economics, age and uses 

Ą avoid people being priced out. Social mix is part of the areas character. 

Figure 36: Site specific knowledge 

 

Needs/aspirations 

More provision for community life in public realm: 

Ą Shelter, buffer, places to congregate, small meeting places, a café or market, 
things built into the landscape, places to get together, places to sit every 
400 metres, public toilets. 

Small local hub of services and basic amenities: 




























































































