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Abstract of a thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the 

Degree of M. P. R. and T. M. 

 

Different Places for Different Faces: 

Optimising the Beneficial Outcomes of Christchurch Parks 

 

By K.M. Hansen 

 

Local authorities exist to promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-

being of communities. Parks provide a means of achieving this purpose. This study 

investigates community preferences for Christchurch parks using the Beneficial Outcomes 

Approach. Outcomes desired by the community are identified, together with the park settings 

required to achieve them. Different attitudes and preferences of three socio-economic areas 

are compared. 

 

Information was gathered from a household survey of 600 residents from three diverse socio-

economic areas of Christchurch selected by using the New Zealand Deprivation Index. 

Results show that the overwhelming majority of Christchurch residents regularly use 

Christchurch parks for a diverse range of activities. Parks fill many different roles associated 

with the activity, aesthetic and environmental values ascribed to parks by the Christchurch 

community. The Christchurch community perceives and wants a diverse range of personal, 

social/cultural, environmental, and economic benefits from parks. 

 

Differences were found between the three socio-economic areas in the way they valued and 

used parks. Respondents from the low socio-economic area were more inclined to use parks 

as a special place to visit for weekend outings and relaxation in contrast to respondents from 

the high socio-economic area who were more likely to use parks for daily exercise. 

Respondents from the medium socio-economic area had mixed use patterns. 

 

The study concludes that a city-wide network approach to park provision is required to cater 

for the diverse range of experiences, settings and activities preferred by the Christchurch 

community and to optimise the beneficial outcomes of Christchurch parks. The BOA 
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provides a useful method of prioritising outcomes and guiding management actions to be 

more responsive to community needs. 

 

Keywords: Urban parks, benefits, beneficial outcomes approach, benefits-based management, 

leisure constraints, park planning and management, Christchurch parks, recreation planning. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

This thesis looks at the benefits of Christchurch parks using the Beneficial Outcomes 

Approach (BOA), a planning process designed to optimise net benefits of parks. This study 

investigates Christchurch park values and use, beneficial outcomes associated with parks, 

and how outcomes can be achieved. It also looks at non-use of parks and constraints to park 

use, and reviews the effectiveness of the Christchurch City Council (CCC) in providing 

parks that meet community needs. 

 

Christchurch is a growing and evolving city located in the South Island of New Zealand. 

Urban Christchurch is expanding and its population is increasing as infill housing continues 

and previously undeveloped rural land is subdivided. In addition to changes in the physical 

structure of Christchurch, community values and expectations are evolving. Changing 

family, work, business, environmental, and leisure patterns are closely linked to changing 

public expectations of parks. It is vital for parks to develop and adapt with the changing 

community to remain relevant and satisfying.  

 

Each year, the CCC expends substantial resources providing parks and facilities in 

Christchurch. In order to optimise the performance and delivery of parks, it is essential to 

understand the perceptions and expectations of Christchurch residents. Furthermore, the 

Local Government Act 2002 requires that local authorities identify outcomes desired by the 

community and consider these in all the decisions they make. The BOA is closely aligned 

with the Local Government Act 2002 and is applied in this study to identify the beneficial 

outcomes that the Christchurch community desires from their parks and how they can be 

optimised.  

 

In February 2006, the CCC amalgamated with the Banks Peninsula District Council thereby 

combining a largely urban area with a largely rural area. This study is limited to the 

population and parks within the former CCC boundaries, prior to amalgamation with the 

Banks Peninsula district. 
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1.1. Aims of the Study 

This study aims to: 

1) Identify the role and significance of Christchurch parks to the Christchurch 

community 

2) Identify the experiences and beneficial outcomes that the Christchurch community 

desires from Christchurch parks 

3) Identify how well Christchurch parks currently provide for the desired experiences 

and outcomes 

4) Determine if there are differences in park preferences between different segments of 

the Christchurch community 

5) Investigate the presence and nature of constraints that prevent people using 

Christchurch parks 

6) Review how well the community’s preferred beneficial outcomes are reflected in 

current provision of Christchurch parks and Council’s aims and objectives. 

 

The following research questions have been developed to guide the gathering of information 

required to achieve the aims of the study. 

 

1.2.  Research Questions 

1) What values does the Christchurch community hold for Christchurch parks? 

2) Who uses parks, which parks do they use, and how do they use them? 

3) Who does not use Christchurch parks and why not? 

4) What experiences and beneficial outcomes do residents seek from Christchurch 

parks and how effective are Christchurch parks currently in providing them? 

5) What park settings are required to achieve residents’ desired experiences and 

beneficial outcomes? 

6) Are there any differences in use, non-use, and desired benefits between different 

segments of the Christchurch community? 

7) Do current CCC strategies, policies and practices reflect the community’s desired 

outcomes? 
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1.3. The Value of this Research 

Use of the BOA is growing internationally, particularly in the United States of America 

where it was first developed. However, in New Zealand it is still in its infancy. This study 

contributes to the growing body of BOA literature as the first application of the BOA to 

urban parks in New Zealand. It also expands the knowledge of the Christchurch 

community’s park preferences with an outcome-focussed approach that builds on previous 

activity and experience-based research in Christchurch parks. This study offers park 

managers information that may be useful in justifying and prioritising allocation of 

resources to urban parks. 

 

1.4. Thesis Outline 

This thesis is divided into eight chapters. This chapter, the introduction, establishes the need 

to identify outcomes desired by the community in order for parks to continue to evolve to 

meet changing community needs and preferences. It introduces the BOA management 

planning process as a tool to identify desired community outcomes and to guide decision 

making to optimise the beneficial outcomes of parks.  

 

Chapter two reviews literature on urban parks. It provides a brief overview of the history of 

urban parks to explain how and why parks have come to be in the city today and to illustrate 

their dynamic and evolving nature. Park planning methods are reviewed and details of the 

BOA are presented. Studies undertaken into the meaning and values of parks are reviewed. 

Constraints to park use are reviewed. A section is devoted to urban parks in Christchurch 

and looks at CCC goals for parks, current park provision and use, trends and issues 

influencing Christchurch park provision, and research undertaken into community 

preferences for Christchurch parks. The chapter finishes by identifying gaps in knowledge 

that will be met by this current study. 

 

Chapter three describes the methodology of the stratified random survey used to collect data 

for this study. The next four chapters present and discuss the results of the survey. Chapter 

four looks at the role and significance of Christchurch parks. Chapter five looks at park 

preferences. Chapter six looks at constraints to park use. Chapter seven reviews the 

effectiveness of CCC park practices. Chapter eight presents the conclusions of the study. 

Finally, suggestions for future research are summarised. 
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Chapter 2.  Literature Review 

 

2.1. Introduction 

Parks have evolved alongside the communities they serve and are an enduring feature of 

cities. This chapter will review the historical development of urban parks, various 

approaches that have been taken in park planning and management with emphasis on the 

BOA, the meaning and value of parks, constraints to park use, and knowledge about 

Christchurch’s parks. It begins with an overview of the history of urban parks. 

 

2.2. History of Urban Parks 

For centuries, parks have been an important feature of urban areas throughout the world. 

However, the design and purpose of parks has changed over time and what we see in 

Christchurch parks today is a culmination of historical preferences and priorities. The 

following summary of urban park history provides background information useful for 

understanding the present situation. 

 

The origins of urban parks are gardens, “the earliest known examples of land being 

specifically designed for leisure” (Swaffield, 1993, p. 99). The paradise gardens of ancient 

Persia “were laid out to express an ideal relationship of heaven and earth” (Swaffield, 1993, 

p. 99). Another example of early park forms is the large hunting grounds that were created 

by the Assyrians, enclosed and modified with introduced wild animals (Jellicoe & Jellicoe, 

1987; Swaffield, 1993). Such parks and gardens were, however, elitist and “available only to 

a privileged few” (Swaffield, 1993, p. 99).  

 

Public spaces, such as market places, squares, sports grounds and theatres, were important 

aspects of ancient Greek and Roman civilisations. Many of these places were purpose built 

for particular activities such as public meetings, sport, and political and philosophical debate 

(Duffield & Walker, 1983; Jellicoe & Jellicoe, 1987; Swaffield, 1993; Welch, 1991). During 

the Middle Ages in Europe, many of the public open spaces that had been provided for the 

leisure of the masses disappeared. Private, walled gardens were developed within 

monasteries, castles, and fortified houses. Planned public spaces returned during the 
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Renaissance but were socially exclusive areas and helped to segregate the rich from the 

poor. Private gardens also expanded (Jellicoe & Jellicoe, 1987; Swaffield, 1993).  

 

In the western world, the precursors of present day urban parks were established in reaction 

to the industrial revolution of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when leisure and 

work became more separate. Parks were established as places of rejuvenation from work, 

and to provide relief from overcrowding and pollution. Park use for outdoor recreation was 

encouraged by authorities to increase the fitness and productivity of workers, reduce the 

occurrence of disease, and to try and provide an alternative to socially immoral activities 

(Duffield & Walker, 1983; Welch, 1991). The use of parks as social engineering tools 

stemmed from the belief that rural life was wholesome and good, while urban life was 

degenerate and bad. It was believed that contact with nature would engender social 

improvements (Young, 1995). This idea had far reaching influence on the provision of 

outdoor space along the theme of bringing a piece of the countryside into town (Duffield & 

Walker, 1983).  

 

By the end of the 19th century, the Garden City concept had emerged in America, Britain, 

and New Zealand. New cities were planned around a central urban hub with a park near its 

core and a framework of avenues and squares (Swaffield, 1993). Christchurch is a good 

example of such planning. Even before settlers left England, plans had been drawn up for a 

city planned around the central Cathedral Square and surrounded by a green belt. Though 

much of the green belt was subsequently sold for redevelopment, the majority of Hagley 

Park survived intact and is now recognised as an iconic feature of Christchurch, the ‘Garden 

City’.  

 

Victorian parks were highly landscaped and utilitarian. They had a “civilising” role and 

were for “innocent, pleasurable recreation and instruction” (Duffield & Walker, 1983, p. 

14). Walking was the main activity. In New Zealand, typical leisure of the time was 

entertainment of the public by a local band or “other seemly pursuits” but “recreation 

provision by Local Authorities was limited” (Goodwin & Jellyman, 1984, p. 11). According 

to David Tannock, founder of the New Zealand Association of Gardens, Parks and Reserves 

Superintendents (1941, cited in Goodwin & Jellyman, 1984),  

 …the setting aside of portions of the public reserves for special forms of play and 

recreation was not approved, nor was it considered to be the function of a Local 
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Authority to provide such facilities. It seemed alright to lease the reserves for grazing 

horses, cattle or sheep, or to set them aside for hay cutting, but to form bowling 

greens, tennis courts, croquet lawns or children’s playgrounds, and to provide for the 

recreation and enjoyment of the citizens was unthinkable (p. 9).  

 

From the city’s founding years in the mid 1800s, little development occurred in 

Christchurch parks for many years, due to limited finance and demand (CCC, 1977). In 

1895, the first city gardener was appointed in Christchurch “to undertake the development 

and maintenance of reserves within the city boundaries” (CCC, 1977, p. 1). It was also at 

this time that Harry Ell began working on establishing a network of scenic reserves along 

Christchurch’s Port Hills, the hill backdrop to the city. A specially built road connected the 

reserves, and rest houses for walkers were placed at regular intervals. Ell’s foresight has 

resulted in a valuable recreation resource for the people of Christchurch today, which 

continues to be added to with more public parks and facilities. 

 

A rationalistic approach to urban parks developed during the late 19th century whereby parks 

were expected to be not only naturally beautiful, but also to have a practical use (Young, 

1995). Organised sport began to emerge as a legitimate use of parks (Duffield & Walker, 

1983). The playground movement was also gathering momentum at this time, promoting 

children’s playgrounds for social cohesion (Young, 1995). Some areas of parks, which had 

previously been general nature areas, became dedicated to specialised uses. In parks such as 

San Francisco’s Golden Gate Park, features such as ornamental plant species, children’s 

play, and athletics began to appear in addition to the areas of natural beauty (Young, 1995). 

Influenced by such international trends, Christchurch’s park network was substantially 

added to in the 1920s and 1930s, particularly for sport (Ryan, 2000), and the CCC became 

involved in provision of children’s playgrounds (CCC, 1977).  

 

In 1925, “legislation was passed requiring 5 per cent of land being subdivided to be reserved 

for public purposes” (CCC, 1977, p. 1). The growth of New Zealand as a welfare state in the 

1930s “incorporated a goal of universal access to leisure opportunities” (Swaffield, 1993, p. 

107). The Physical Welfare and Recreation Act 1937 “provided for central government to 

grant sport facilities money to local governments and allowed local government to spend 

money on these facilities” (Sport, Fitness and Leisure Ministerial Taskforce, 2001, p. 20). 



 

 7

Hence, local government became the main provider of urban parks and recreation facilities 

in New Zealand.  

 

World War II, and concern about the moral and physical welfare of youth, provided an 

incentive to improve people’s fitness and participation in physical activity. Internationally, 

the focus of open space provision shifted from predominantly passive recreation activities to 

active sports and physical training (Duffield & Walker, 1983). Following this trend, the 

1950s and 1960s was a time of significant change in the provision of Christchurch parks. 

[1951-1971 was]…a period of heavy demand for outdoor playing space and the 

resultant pressures combined with financial and other limitations brought a changed 

approach to the design and layout of parks and other recreation areas. Of particular 

importance was the decline in some of the more traditional horticultural features and 

greater emphasis on providing facilities for a wide range of recreational activities. 

 

The latter part of this period was also one of increasing public awareness of 

environmental and conservational issues, with demands for better use of land, in 

particular, the preservation of special areas for future generations and improved 

standards of design for public open space capable of meeting the needs of the day 

(CCC, 1977, p. 2). 

 

In the late 1960s, “the first wave of environmentalism swept over much of the world” 

(Buhrs & Bartlett, 1993, p. 1). Since this time, there has been a growing awareness of, and 

increasing public support for, environmental values world wide (Barrett & Hough, 1989; 

Briffett, 2001; Buhrs & Bartlett, 1993; Burgess, Harrison & Limb, 1988; Comedia & 

Demos, 1995; Duffield & Walker, 1983; Kendle & Forbes, 1997; Simmons, Pocock & 

Barker, 1990). Environmentalists have challenged the established sport and recreation 

dominance of urban parks in order to promote a wider presence for nature in the urban 

landscape (Burgess et al., 1988; Kendle & Forbes, 1997). As a result, the role of urban parks 

has expanded to consider environmental needs, as well as social needs. Parks have been 

acquired in Christchurch to protect environmental values. For example, Christchurch’s 

Travis Wetland Nature Heritage Park was purchased in 1996 to protect and restore the 

environmental values of the site. In the Travis Wetland case, recreation is only encouraged 

where it does not detract from the park’s ecology (CCC, 1999b). 
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In addition to recreation and environmental reasons, parks and open spaces have also been 

incorporated into urban design in many cities around the world to limit the spread of 

development, and for aesthetic and visual amenity function (Duffield & Walker, 1983; 

Garvin & Berens, 1997). This is true for Christchurch where it is claimed that areas of open 

space “add to the pleasantness of the urban setting by creating visual relief from the 

repetitive appearance of city buildings and roads” (CCC, 1999a,Vol. 1, p. 3/40). 

 

To summarise, present day parks in Christchurch reflect the values of the past. This brief 

overview of the history of urban parks illustrates that the nature and role of parks is dynamic 

and that parks are continuing to evolve and change to meet community needs and 

preferences. Since the industrial revolution, a variety of park management and landscape 

design approaches have been applied internationally to create urban parks ranging from a 

slice of nature in the city aimed at improving the social morals of the general population, to 

specialised areas for particular sport and recreation activities, protection of the environment, 

and enhanced urban design. Christchurch has followed these international trends. To ensure 

parks remain relevant in modern society, they must continue to adapt to changing 

community needs. It is important, therefore, to understand how the community values urban 

parks now and in the future. The next section of this chapter examines the ongoing 

development of park planning with a review of various approaches that have been applied.  

 

2.3. Park Planning Methods  

In this section various methods used in the provision and management of urban parks are 

reviewed, most of which have been applied in Christchurch to some extent. The various 

approaches to planning have not been developed in isolation but have evolved from earlier 

planning processes in an attempt to more effectively meet the needs of the community. 

While each has its advantages, it also has its disadvantages.  

 

2.3.1. Ad Hoc Planning 

Ad hoc planning is the practice of reacting to a particular issue as it arises. Typically, ad hoc 

planning may be initiated in response to a politician promoting a particular development of 

interest to them, an opportunity arising to acquire a piece of land as park, or a group within 

the community pressuring the local Council to provide park space for their needs (Marriott, 

1990). Ad hoc planning can provide a quick and effective solution to issues as they arise. 
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However, it may not achieve the best outcomes for the community overall in either the short 

or long term, as it is not based on an assessment of needs and priorities, and may result in an 

inequitable provision of parks (Marriott, 1990). Ad hoc planning tends to support the 

‘squeaky wheel syndrome’ whereby community groups who apply the most pressure are the 

most likely to have their demands met. Despite the obvious weaknesses of ad hoc planning, 

it has been, and still is, frequently applied in Christchurch.  

 

2.3.2. Open Space Planning Standards 

Open space planning standards were developed in an attempt to avoid reactive ad hoc 

planning and provide guidance to managers by prescribing the amount of open space to be 

provided and its distribution, for example, number of hectares per thousand people and 

distance to a park (Duffield & Walker, 1983; Marriott, 1990). Planning standards provide a 

simple and comparable measure of the amount of open space to be provided and can ensure 

a minimum amount of open space is available. However, planning standards have not been 

scientifically developed and have been globally criticised because they ignore the location, 

character, and quality of parks. There is no consensus about how much park space is an 

appropriate amount, and there is no consideration of special community needs and 

aspirations or other available recreation opportunities, such as indoor facilities (Duffield & 

Walker, 1983; Gold, 1973; Marriott, 1990 and 1999). The sum total of acreage does not give 

any indication of the value of open space. 

 

Despite their weaknesses, open space planning standards have been purposely applied to 

Christchurch City which currently provides almost 17 hectares of park space per thousand 

people (CCC, 2004a), and aims to have parks located at about 800 metre spacings (Duffell, 

1996).  

 

2.3.3. Spatial Hierarchies 

Another popular park planning tool is the spatial hierarchy, which aims to provide for a 

range of recreation opportunities through distribution of a range of park types and functions. 

Spatial hierarchies provide a greater number of local neighbourhood parks close to home, 

and fewer specialised or large parks with a wide variety of functions and facilities that 

people have to travel further to get to (Barrett & Hough, 1989; Burgess et al., 1988; Duffield 

& Walker, 1983; Welch, 1991). 
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Spatial hierarchies are based on the concept that different types of parks have varying 

abilities to attract users (Smale, 1999). For example, a small local neighbourhood park might 

attract large numbers of users from nearby, but its appeal declines dramatically with 

increasing distance (the geographical concept of ‘distance decay’). In contrast, a major 

sports park may be able to draw users from a greater distance, but its appeal may be more 

specialised whereby it attracts a smaller proportion of the local population.  

 

Like planning standards, spatial hierarchies do not adequately consider the quality of open 

space and assume that the level of quality is the same for every park. Spatial hierarchies 

assume people will travel to reach their desired park environment, yet it has been found that 

people generally do not travel far to visit urban parks and mostly use the local park close to 

their home (Burgess et al., 1988; Comedia & Demos, 1995; Duffield & Walker, 1983; Just, 

1989; Wellington Regional Council & Strategic Leisure Ltd., 1994).  

 

Evidence of a spatial hierarchy can be seen in Christchurch with its numerous small, local 

neighbourhood parks scattered throughout the city, fewer large sports parks spread 

throughout the suburbs, and a small number of larger nature-based regional parks on the 

urban fringe. 

 

2.3.4. Park Planning Management Styles 

Driver, Bruns and Booth (2000) described how parks and recreation management has 

progressed from activity-based management (ABM), through experience-based management 

(EBM), to benefits-based management (BBM). Each approach has built on the approach 

before it and is described below.  

 

Activity-based management 

ABM involves counting numbers of people using a park or participating in an activity in an 

attempt to match demand for activities with supply of facilities (Driver et al., 2000). ABM is 

useful in identifying areas of high demand to which resources can be directed. But demand 

can be misleading as it is affected by supply (Lipscombe, 1986). ABM focuses on current 

park use and on-site users and ignores the fact that participation rates may be low because an 

activity has not been well catered for. High participation rates are equated with success and 
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encourage ‘more of the same’ (Marriott, 1990). No consideration is made of off-site users, 

non-users, and latent demand. ABM tends to be output-focussed, producing facilities for 

activities and ignores the setting and quality of the recreation experience.  

 

ABM is prominent in New Zealand where, according to Swaffield (1993), park management 

and design has been “dominated by a functionalist approach that seeks to provide technical 

solutions to perceived human needs” (p. 114). Christchurch is no exception, where the focus 

has largely been on providing recreation facilities to meet existing demand.  

 

Experience-based management 

EBM approaches require consideration not only of the activity, but also the physical and 

social setting and the level of management of a recreation area, thereby providing a quality 

recreation experience. The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is an example of an 

EBM approach and aims to cater for the needs and preferences of as many people as 

possible by providing a range or diversity of recreation opportunities (Stankey & Wood, 

1982). The ROS creates a continuum of settings from highly developed, accessible, and 

intensively managed areas through to undeveloped, remote and natural areas. However, it 

considers only the on-site experience of visitors to the area and does not consider the longer-

term outcomes that may be attained. Nor does it consider the impacts on the wider 

community. 

 

In New Zealand, the ROS has generally been applied to public conservation land used for 

recreation rather than to urban parks. Although the ROS has not been purposely applied in 

Christchurch, various park settings offering a diversity of experiences exist, ranging from 

highly developed and intensively managed urban parks to more natural settings in some 

nature-based regional parks. 

 

Benefits-based management 

Benefits-based management, also known as the Beneficial Outcomes Approach (BOA), is a 

management planning process designed to optimise net benefits of parks by identifying 

positive outcomes to be provided and negative outcomes to be avoided (Booth, Driver, 

Espiner & Kappelle, 2002; Driver & Bruns, 1999). The BOA identifies the desired outcomes 

of parks, and the outputs, actions, and inputs required to achieve them. It demands that all 

management actions and outputs be targeted toward achieving the identified outcomes.  
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Brown (1984) outlined a recreation production process, applicable to the management of 

urban parks. It is summarised in the following equation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The BOA requires a shift in thinking to become outcome-focussed as opposed to the more 

traditional output-focussed. It requires planning to start at the end of the recreation 

production process equation and work backwards. This means identifying and prioritising 

desired outcomes first before deciding on the outputs, and then the actions and inputs needed 

to achieve these outcomes.  

 

The BOA requires public input to identify and prioritise the beneficial outcomes to be 

targeted and the negative outcomes to be avoided. This is consistent with the claims of some 

authors who have suggested that it is inappropriate for park staff to assume that they know 

what is needed in urban parks and that there is a need for greater involvement of the 

Figure 1. Recreation production process 

Source: Definitions adapted from Booth et al., 2002; United Way of America, 2004 

INPUTS 
 
Resources used to 
provide a park and 
facilities, for example, 
labour, money, 
materials, 
environment, and 
constraints such as 
laws and regulations. 

+ 
ACTIONS 

 
What park personnel 
do with the inputs, 
for example, using 
materials and labour 
to construct a 
playground. 

=
OUTPUTS 

 
What is produced as a 
result of the actions of 
park personnel and are 
usually measurable, for 
example, number of 
playgrounds constructed, 
number of plants planted, 
amount of weeding 
completed. 

which result in 

OUTCOMES 
 
The beneficial or negative impacts that result from the 
production and use of the outputs, for example, improved 
social skills from social interaction at a picnic area, skills 
development from using a skatepark, erosion caused by 
mountain biking. 
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community and consideration of their views when planning to better meet their needs and 

aspirations (Burgess et al., 1988; Houghton, 1978; Marriott, 1999). However, as Stewart and 

Cole (2003) maintain, while public input should inform managerial decision making, it is 

only one piece of the puzzle and professional input is still required to consider the many 

factors involved, as this is often beyond the experience and knowledge of the public.  

 

The BOA builds on the ROS with a diversity of park settings aimed at achieving a range of 

beneficial outcomes. It recognises that benefits may be enjoyed on-site by the park visitor or 

the benefit may be enjoyed longer term, such as the benefit of improved physical fitness. 

Benefits are considered not only to the individual but also to the community, the economy, 

and the environment. The benefits of parks and recreation are summarised in the next 

section and benefits-based research is reviewed.  

 

2.3.5. Beneficial Outcomes  

It is widely accepted and supported by scientific studies that there are many beneficial 

outcomes to be gained from parks (Driver et al., 2000; Canadian Parks and Recreation 

Association, 1997; Sefton & Mummery, 1995). Benefits have been defined as an improved 

condition, preventing a worse condition, or realisation of a satisfying psychological 

experience (Driver, 1997). Benefits are derived from opportunities provided by parks, such 

as opportunities for recreation, socialising, spirituality, and conservation (Driver, 1997; 

Sydney Urban Parks Education and Research Group, 2001).  

 

Benefits from parks and recreation have been categorised as follows: 

1. Personal benefits 

a. Psychological 

i. Better mental health and health maintenance, for example, reduced stress 

ii. Personal development and growth, for example, increased self confidence 

iii. Personal appreciation/ satisfaction, for example, nature appreciation 

b. Psycho-physiological, for example, improved health and fitness 

2. Social / cultural benefits, for example, community integration 

3. Economic benefits, for example, increased tourism revenue, reduced health costs 

4. Environmental benefits, for example, environmental protection (Driver & Bruns, 

1999). 
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A growing number of studies have been undertaken using the BOA to identify beneficial 

outcomes of parks. For example, Stein, Anderson and Thompson (1999) found that 

stakeholders credited two state parks in northern Minnesota with contributing economic and 

other benefits to surrounding rural communities. Closer to home, Blackwell (2002) found 

that visitors and members of neighbouring communities both reported a variety of benefits 

from the Otago Central Rail Trail in New Zealand. Frauman and Cunningham (2001) 

identified linkages between attributes, benefits and values associated with using a greenway 

in the Southeastern United States. Stein and Lee (1995) investigated the relationship 

between desired benefits of park users and the activities and setting characteristics required 

to achieve them in western Colorado. They found that the benefits visitors desire can be 

linked to particular recreation activities and to physical, social, and managerial setting 

characteristics. They found less support for the benefit-activity linkage and suggested that 

multiple benefits can be attained from a single activity and that multiple activities can be 

undertaken to achieve the same outcomes.  

 

The majority of BOA studies have been centred on rural and national parks. For urban parks, 

major studies have been performed in America (Godbey, Graefe & James, 1992) and in 

Canada (Harper et al., 1996) to examine public perceptions of the benefits of local recreation 

and park services. Both studies found that benefits were perceived at a personal, household 

and community level. Benefits were recognised for both users and non-users (Godbey et al, 

1992).  

 

All of these studies are useful in identifying the types of outcomes achieved in different park 

settings. Some examine the benefits to park users and some look at benefits to neighbouring 

communities. The information is helpful for predicting the likely beneficial outcomes of 

parks. The studies are also useful for justifying provision of parks. The studies tell us that 

there are many varied beneficial outcomes to be gained from parks and that people’s 

relationship with parks can be complex with many different layers. However, many of the 

studies are limited to simply identifying benefits gained from studies. This study will 

contribute to the body of knowledge about parks benefits and connect desired park benefits 

with outputs needed to achieve them.  
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As park planning has progressed, so too has research into community needs and preferences 

in parks. The next section reviews literature on the value of parks. 

 

2.4. The Value of Parks 

Urban parks have been criticised for being uninteresting and failing to meet community 

needs resulting in them receiving little use. For example, research in the 1970s claimed that 

most neighbourhood parks in America did not meet the rapidly changing lifestyles and 

priorities of urban America and that only a small proportion (5-10 per cent) of residents used 

local urban parks (Carberry, 1975 and Gold, 1976, cited in Howard & Crompton, 1984). 

Similar claims of parks being outdated or in decline have been made in Britain (Burgess et 

al., 1988; Dunn, 1974, USD & HCRS, 1978 and Gold, 1977, cited in Duffield & Walker, 

1983; The Urban Green Spaces Taskforce, 2002), Canada (Barrett & Hough, 1989), and 

Sweden (Grahn, 1991). It has been argued that park practices have expanded from a 

horticulture focus to include recreation, but still with a land management approach. Parks 

are treated as a land use issue, rather than a response to community needs, a historic legacy 

to be maintained rather than managed in response to local requirements (Barrett & Hough, 

1989; Duffield & Walker, 1983). 

 

The perception that parks are failing to meet community needs appears to have changed in 

many cases. Numerous studies have found urban parks to be a significant community 

resource used by the majority of urban populations. For example, it was found that most 

people (72 per cent) in the Greenwich Borough of London used open spaces throughout the 

year (Burgess et al., 1988). A nation-wide study found that the vast majority of the 

American public used local parks and recreation services and perceived many benefits 

(Godbey et al, 1992). The study was replicated in Edmonton, Canada with similar results 

(Harper, Neider, Godbey, & Lamont, 1996).  

 

The apparent change in views may be attributable to increased efforts since the 1970s to 

identify and meet community needs in parks coupled with progress in park planning outlined 

in the previous section (Duffield & Walker, 1983; Marriott, 2004). Some studies conducted 

to identify the values and meanings of parks and the experiences that people seek from parks 

are reviewed below. These studies are valuable because they go beyond simple quantitative 

measures of park use and user satisfaction to qualitative investigations into how people 
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value parks. Despite being conducted in different countries using different methods, the 

studies share some common findings that could also apply to Christchurch.  

 

Experiences consistently found to be sought in urban parks include having a break from 

daily life, enjoying nature, social interaction, adventure and challenge, physical activity, and 

peaceful relaxation (Burgess et al., 1988; Grahn, 1991; Manukau City Council et al., 1997; 

Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003). A need for discovery, fascination or an element of 

mystery and magic in parks has been identified (Grahn, 1991; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1982; 

Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003; Nettleton, 1996). 

 

Parks have been described as “theatres for recreation” (Manukau City Council et al., 1997, 

p. 3). They are places to play with and entertain children, to be active, to enjoy outdoor 

eating, barbecues and picnics, to meet, sit, relax and to take one’s dog. Unstructured activity 

has repeatedly been found to dominate use of parks (Burgess et al., 1988; Grahn, 1991; 

Manukau City Council et al., 1997; Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003) and concern has 

been expressed by park users that organised sport excludes other people (Burgess et al., 

1988; Manukau City Council et al., 1997). Close proximity to home has been identified as 

important, particularly for children’s play places to prevent them playing on the street 

(Burgess et al., 1988; Comedia & Demos, 1995; Manukau City Council et al., 1997). In 

some cases it was important for parks to be uncrowded (Manukau City Council et al., 1997) 

and in others it was important for them to have lots of people and activities (Grahn, 1991). 

 

Parks have been perceived as an integral part of life for health, education and community 

wellbeing. They have been recognised as being of lifelong benefit for providing a sense of 

wellbeing related to physical health benefits from participating in physical activity as well 

as mental and emotional health benefits from participating in social and community 

activities. Parks have been found to fulfil physical, spiritual and social needs providing 

individual pleasure, relief from stress, revitalisation, time out, healthy families and healthy 

communities. Community ownership of parks was considered important (Manukau City 

Council et al., 1997). 

 

Identified negative experiences to be avoided have involved insecurity. A fear of crime in 

parks has been identified, particularly crimes against the person (Burgess et al., 1988; 

Comedia & Demos, 1995; Grahn, 1991; Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003).  
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It has been found that different people view the same park in different ways. Differences 

have been recorded between young and old people (Grahn, 1991), people with particular 

interests (Grahn, 1991; Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003) and between cultures 

(Manukau City Council et al., 1997). As a result of different views, people use parks in ways 

for which they are not necessarily intended (Kirby, 1989). For example, a wildlife 

conservation area may provide an ideal landscape for children’s adventure play. In 

Auckland’s Regional Parks, different categories of park visitors were identified based on 

how they used parks and experienced park values. It was noted that people may belong to 

more than one category at a time, and can move between categories during their life 

(Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003).  

 

All of the studies reviewed identified a strong desire for variety and diversity and a range of 

settings and facilities in parks (Burgess et al., 1988; Grahn, 1991; Manukau City Council et 

al., 1997; Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003). Burgess et al. (1988) argued that a spatial 

mix of single purpose areas did not meet the needs of the community and that variety was 

needed together in one place. Large multi-purpose areas were also supported in Manukau 

City (Manukau City Council et al., 1997). However, this requires large amounts of space, 

risks compromising the quality of a park by trying to achieve many different objectives in 

one place, and may lead to conflict between users. Alternatively, a Swedish study identified 

eight park characteristics or settings associated with specific park activities that could occur 

in their individual form but usually occurred in various combinations (Grahn, 1991). In 

Auckland’s Regional Parks, three types of setting were identified, but for visitors, the park 

was about all three settings rather than any one setting on its own (Mobius Research and 

Strategy, 2003).  

 

From this review, it can be seen that there are many and varied expectations of parks. The 

results present as many challenges to park managers as solutions to meeting community 

needs. The results are more enlightening where distinctions are made between various 

activities or groups of park users than when park preferences are generically identified. The 

studies are limited in that they are focussed only on the preferences of park users. No 

consideration is given to non-users. The studies look only at recreational use of parks and 

little consideration is given to other social/ cultural, environmental and economic factors. 

Consequently, the studies generate wish lists for facilities in parks that may compromise the 
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experiences they are advocating. This study will add to the knowledge of community park 

preferences generally and will distinguish between different segments of the community and 

different types of parks. 

 

To meet community needs, it is as important to understand why people do not use parks as it 

is to know what park users want. The next section reviews literature on constraints to park 

use. 

 

2.5. Constraints to Park Use 

Factors that limit or constrain participation in parks and recreation have been categorised as 

structural, intrapersonal, and interpersonal (Crawford, Jackson, & Godbey, 1991). Structural 

constraints include factors such as cost, transport, and location. Intrapersonal constraints are 

the personal characteristics, beliefs, perceptions or attitudes that potentially affect people’s 

leisure preferences. Interpersonal constraints are those arising out of social interaction with 

friends, family and others, for example, when people are unable to find others with whom to 

participate (Crawford et al., 1991).  

 

The intrapersonal constraint ‘lack of time’ has been consistently identified as a major 

constraint to New Zealander’s participation in leisure activities (Hillary Commission, 1991; 

National Research Bureau Ltd., 2004) and is likely to also be influential on people’s use of 

Christchurch urban parks. However, in some cases ‘lack of time’ may conceal other 

constraints and choices and can be used as an excuse when in fact, other activities have 

taken priority. Nevertheless, in Manukau City, it was identified that men have more 

discretionary time than women and therefore equitable park provision requires recognition 

of factors such as family care responsibilities (Manukau City Council et al., 1997). 

 

Safety and fear of crime has been commonly identified as a concern in urban parks 

internationally and nationally (Burgess et al., 1988; Comedia and Demos, 1995; Manukau 

City Council et al., 1997; Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003). When safety and crime is a 

genuine issue in a park, it is an interpersonal constraint preventing use. However, it can also 

be an intrapersonal constraint if it is an unfounded and imagined. For example, for Asian 

immigrants, it has been found that large open spaces can be frightening (Manukau City 

Council et al., 1997). Different approaches would be required to address such issues. One 
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may require a structural response to address real threats, the other would require an 

intrapersonal approach to address perceptions. 

 

Numerous studies have focussed on the effects of socio-economic status, age, sex and 

ethnicity on people’s participation in leisure (for example, Crespo et al., 2000; Howard & 

Crompton, 1984; Payne, Mowen & Orsega-Smith, 2002; Scott & Jackson, 1996; Scott & 

Munson, 1994; Spotts & Stynes, 1984; Stamps & Stamps, 1985; Tinsley, Tinsley & 

Croskeys, 2002). Howard and Crompton (1984) found urban park and recreation users in 

three American cities to be younger and more affluent than non-users. Scott and Munson 

(1994) found “income was the single best predictor of perceived constraints to park 

visitation” (p. 79). Godbey et al (1992) found that in America, the use of parks and 

recreation services increased with education and income and that ethnicity and gender was 

not strongly related to park use. 

 

Studies such as those referred to above have led to the ‘multiple hierarchy stratification’ 

perspective which suggests that rather than each factor influencing leisure participation 

independently, age, sex, ethnicity, and social class can have a combined effect as potential 

sources of inequality, whereby elderly, minority women of low socio-economic status are 

most disadvantaged and therefore least likely to participate in parks and recreation activities, 

compared with middle aged, white men of high socio-economic status who are most likely 

to participate (Arnold & Shinew, 1998). Arnold and Shinew’s (1998) investigation of urban 

park use in Chicago did not support the multiple hierarchy stratification perspective, but 

recognised that various subgroups can face various constraints. Lee, Scott and Floyd’s 

(2001) research with Texan residents supported the multiple hierarchy stratification 

perspective and found outdoor recreation participation to be lower among multiple 

disadvantaged populations. 

 

In New Zealand, backcountry visitors have been found to be over represented by single, 

young males of high socio-economic status (Booth, 1989; Booth & Peebles, 1995). In 

Auckland’s Regional Parks, Pakeha aged 25-44 years were over represented (Auckland 

Regional Council, 1998 and 2003). Those involved in more accessible passive outdoor 

pursuits were more representative of the general population (Booth, 1989; Booth & Peebles, 

1995). Christchurch’s urban parks can be expected to fit the latter.  
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There are many different reasons why people do not use parks. Some of these have 

been identified in various studies as outlined above. However, no studies have been 

undertaken in New Zealand specifically to examine constraints to use of urban parks. 

As a result, it is unclear how constraints influence park use and how such issues can 

be addressed. Once constraints are known, steps can be taken to reduce them. This 

study aims to identify constraints to urban park use in Christchurch, and comparisons 

will be able to be made to identify any differences in constraints between different 

segments of the community. 

 

2.6. Urban Parks in Christchurch 

From its colonial days as a ‘Garden City’, Christchurch has been well endowed with parks 

and as the city has grown, so too has the number of parks. This section outlines the CCC’s 

intentions in providing parks, current levels of park provision and use, trends and issues 

influencing Christchurch parks, and research on community needs. 

 

2.6.1. Christchurch City Council Goals for Christchurch Parks 

One of the aims of this research is to compare how well the CCC’s aims and objectives for 

parks reflect the community’s preferred outcomes. This section outlines the CCC’s intent in 

providing parks in Christchurch. 

 

The provision and management of parks by the CCC is governed by three key pieces of 

legislation. The first is the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA), section 10 of which 

describes the purpose of local government as; 

10  (a) to enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of, 

communities; and 

 (b) to promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of 

communities, in the present and for the future. 

 

The LGA requires local authorities to identify outcomes that the community thinks are 

important and to consider these in all the decisions it makes. Through research and 

consultation, the CCC has identified and listed the following community outcomes in the 

Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP) (CCC, 2006a).  
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• A safe city 

• A city of inclusive and diverse communities 

• A city of people who value and protect the natural environment 

• A well governed city 

• A prosperous city  

• A healthy city  

• A city for recreation, fun and creativity  

• A city of lifelong learning 

• An attractive and well-designed city 

(CCC, 2006a, pp. 6-7). 

 

Four strategic directions have been developed to “define the Council’s role in achieving the 

community outcomes” (CCC, 2006a, p. 7). Listed below, they embody the CCC’s numerous 

existing policies and guidelines relating to parks and set out the CCC’s priorities.  

1. Strong Communities  

• Increase involvement in lifelong learning 

• Promote participation in democratic processes 

• Encourage healthy and active lifestyles 

• Reduce injury and crime 

• Celebrate and promote Christchurch’s diversity 

2. Healthy Environment 

• Provide reliable water supply, waste, and wastewater services 

• Contribute to improved air quality and energy efficiency 

• Strengthen the Garden City image 

• Protect and enhance native and exotic ecosystems 

3. Liveable City 

• Lead urban development which balances the needs of people and the 

environment 

• Provide safe, efficient and affordable transport systems 

• Enhance the development and renewal of the city’s built environment 

• Play an active role in preparing the city for hazards and emergencies 

4. Prosperous Economy 

• Develop links to promote economic development 
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• Encourage businesses that provide high value jobs 

• Work in partnerships to attract people with diverse skills 

• Promote environmentally sustainable business practices (CCC, 2006a, p. 7). 

 

The community outcomes and strategic directions are very broad and are reflected in the 

CCC’s expansive functions. Outcomes specific to parks have not been identified. However, 

the function of parks was described in the CCC’s 2004 LTCCP as follows. 

The parks network is an integral part of the City and its character. Parks provide 

open spaces in an otherwise crowded urban environment. They are places for 

recreation and enjoyment, and provide a safe habitat for native species and other 

wildlife. The many parks and landscaped areas throughout the City add to its beauty. 

Trees also provide shelter and help to reduce atmospheric pollution (CCC, 2004a, p. 

51). 

 

The CCC has identified that it wants “access to open spaces, parks and recreation areas, 

attractive city landscapes, protection of our natural resources and scenic values, a land 

drainage network and places for burial and remembrance” (CCC, 2006a, p. 14). Yet there is 

no strategy detailing how this is to be achieved.  

 

The second piece of legislation under which many of the city’s parks are held and managed 

is the Reserves Act 1977. Section 3 describes the purpose of this Act as; 

3 (a) Providing, for the preservation and management for the benefit and enjoyment 

of the public, areas of New Zealand possessing –  

(i) Recreational use or potential, whether active or passive; or 

(ii) Wildlife; or 

(iii) Indigenous flora or fauna; or 

(iv) Environmental and landscape amenity or interest; or 

(v) Natural, scenic, historic, cultural, archaeological, biological, geological, 

scientific, educational, community, or other special features or value: 

(b) Ensuring, as far as possible, the survival of all indigenous species of flora and 

fauna, both rare and commonplace, in their natural communities and habitats, and 

the preservation of representative samples of all classes of natural ecosystems 

and landscape which in the aggregate originally gave New Zealand its own 

recognisable character. 
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(c) Ensuring, as far as possible, the preservation of access for the public to and along 

the sea coast, its bays and inlets and offshore islands, lakeshores, and riverbanks, 

and fostering and promoting the preservation of the natural character of the 

coastal environment and of the margins of lakes and rivers and the protection of 

them from unnecessary subdivision and development. 

 

The Act establishes a number of different classes of reserves. Classes that are common in 

Christchurch are ‘recreation reserve’, ‘local purpose reserve’, and ‘scenic reserve’. Parks 

that are held under the Reserves Act 1977 should be managed to achieve one or more of the 

purposes listed in the Act depending on their classification and are required to have a 

management plan.  

 

The third piece of legislation is the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). Its purpose is 

described in section 5 of the Act as follows; 

5 (1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural 

and physical resources. 

 (2) In this Act, “sustainable management” means managing the use, development, 

and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which 

enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and 

cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety while –  

(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding 

minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and 

(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; 

and 

(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 

environment. 

 

The functions of territorial authorities are described in Part 4, section 31 of the Act. Of 

particular relevance to urban parks are the following functions. 

31 (1) (a) The establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and 

methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 

development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical 

resources of the district: 
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(b) the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or 

protection of land, including for the purpose of - 

  (iii) the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity. 

 

The Christchurch City Plan was prepared under the RMA. It establishes different zones 

around the city which allow for various land uses. Parks generally fall within the ‘open 

space’ or ‘conservation’ zones. Parks are classed as ‘local’, ‘district’, or ‘metropolitan’ 

based largely on their size and use (CCC, 1999a). The City Plan sets out several objectives 

and policies for environmental, social, and visual amenity purposes of parks but does not 

provide a plan of how to achieve them. Instead, it sets out rules that restrict certain activities 

and development in order to “protect” open space suggesting that parks are treated as a land 

use issue rather than a response to community needs. 

 

In summary, legislation provides guidance and sets the parameters of the CCC’s 

involvement in the provision and management of parks. Documents such as the LTCCP and 

the City Plan establish the general direction, in very broad terms, in which the CCC intends 

to move, but there is a lack of a clear strategy for park provision and management. 

 

2.6.2. Christchurch Park Provision and Use 

Christchurch City currently provides almost 17 hectares of park space per thousand people 

(CCC, 2004a), and aims to have parks located at about 800m spacings (Duffell, 1996). This 

ratio is high compared with most other cities in New Zealand. In 2003, Wellington and 

Dunedin reportedly had over 18 hectares of green space per thousand people while North 

Shore, Waitakere, Auckland, Manukau, and Hamilton all had between 6.8 and 8.9 hectares 

per thousand people (Quality of Life report, 2003). It should be noted, however, that these 

figures relate to municipal areas, some of which include rural areas while others are almost 

entirely urban. The cities of both Auckland and Wellington are made up of several 

municipal areas, not all of which were included in the survey. Also, regional parks provided 

by the Auckland and Wellington Regional Councils were not included in the calculations. 

The ratio is not easily comparable with overseas cities, as different methods have been used 

to calculate measures and different types of open space have been included. However, as an 

indication of levels of provision overseas, the United Kingdom’s National Playing Field 

Association recommends a minimum of 2.4 hectares of outdoor playing space per thousand 
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people, but this figure does not include amenity space. In Australia, public open space 

provision has “typically been assessed on the British standard of 2.83 ha of open space per 

1,000 people” (Blue Mountains City Council, 2002, p. 25). The American National 

Recreation and Park Association has historically promoted 10 acres (4.05 hectares) per 

thousand people. The level of open space provision in Christchurch appears to be high in 

comparison, however, as discussed in section 2.3.2, open space standards are of limited 

usefulness and, therefore, little emphasis should be put on these figures. The measurements 

do not allow for cultural differences. For example, Wilkinson (1988a) asserted that in 

Sweden, Finland, and Norway there was a feeling amongst the general population that there 

is not a great need for urban open space because people can readily access farmland and 

natural areas such as nearby lakes, fjords, and forests. In New Zealand, access to private 

rural lands is restricted compared to many parts of Europe (Swaffield, 1993). France also 

has very low provision of urban open space and people tend to venture out of the cities at 

weekends to holiday homes instead (Wilkinson, 1988b). Although baches (holiday homes) 

and the ‘great outdoors’ are also characteristic of New Zealand, they are becoming less 

affordable. New Zealand is well endowed with public conservation lands for recreation use 

but most are distant from urban areas.  

 

In 2004, Christchurch had 745 parks (CCC, 2004a) which the CCC has grouped into various 

park types based on their size, character and function. No formal definition of the CCC’s 

different types of parks is available, but an attempt has been made to describe them below.  

 

Local neighbourhood parks are small (less than two hectares in size) and are located 

throughout the urban area. They usually have a planted garden area and many contain a 

playground. Some of these parks are simply green links between streets, and some are small 

landscaped areas next to roads. They are usually zoned ‘Open Space 1’ in the City Plan. 

 

Sports parks are those that contain a sports field. They are usually more than two hectares in 

size and are spread throughout the urban area. they are usually zoned ‘Open Space 2’ in the 

City Plan. 

 

Regional parks are based on natural resources (including both native and exotic 

environments with varying degrees of modification). They often have significant 

environmental and ecological values. Recreation facilities are provided to enhance access to 
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and enjoyment of the natural environment. Nature-based regional parks vary in size. The 

best known ones are large in size and located mainly on the urban fringe, for example, The 

Groynes, Spencer Park, and Port Hills reserves. A team of CCC Park Rangers manages 

them. They usually have one of the ‘Conservation’ ‘Open Space’ or ‘Rural’ zonings in the 

City Plan.  

 

Riverbank and wetland parks are generally located alongside the three main Christchurch 

rivers, namely the Heathcote, Avon, and Styx rivers, and their tributaries. Some have 

significant water features contained within them. They are usually zoned ‘Conservation 3’ or 

‘Open Space 1’ in the City Plan. 

 

Garden parks are those with formal gardens or floral displays. Many are of historical 

significance and may contain heritage features such as buildings and sculptures. They vary 

in size from the large Botanic Gardens to much smaller parks. They are mostly located in the 

central, established parts of the city rather than in more recently developed suburbs. They 

are usually zoned ‘Open Space 1’ or ‘Conservation 2’ in the City Plan. 

 

Cemeteries are self-explanatory. They contribute to open space in the city but are not a focus 

of this study. They are zoned ‘Cultural’ in the City Plan. 

 

Many parks do not easily fall into any one of these categories but display characteristics of 

several park types. The typology appears to have been developed mainly for administration 

and budget purposes rather than to promote distinctive park settings. The typology is applied 

in this study for data analysis that is compatible with CCC data and as a framework for 

identifying different setting preferences. The number and distribution of the various types of 

parks in the city is illustrated in Figure 2.  
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A survey of residents in 2000 found that the majority of Christchurch residents use the city’s 

parks (National Research Bureau Ltd., 2000). The number of respondents who had visited 

different types of parks during the 12 months prior to the survey are reported in Table 1. The 

park categories used approximate the CCC’s typology of parks described above. The 

Botanic Gardens and Mona Vale have been singled out from the category of garden parks as 

special iconic parks. Garden parks have not been listed as a category but are likely to be 

included in the category of small neighbourhood park. Hagley Park has been separated from 

other sports parks as an iconic park. The Port Hills have been separated from other nature-

based regional parks as an iconic park. Other nature-based regional parks are likely to be 

included in the categories of other large Christchurch park and city beach. 

 

Table 1. Christchurch residents’ visitation rates to different types of parks during the prior 

12 month period 

Park visited Number of respondents % of respondents 

Botanic Gardens or Mona Vale 575 76

Hagley Park 531 70

A large sports park 172 23

Parks or reserves on the Port Hills 325 43

Any other large Christchurch park 388 51

A small neighbourhood park 511 68

A city beach 580 77
Source: National Research Bureau Ltd., 2000. 

 

While most visits were infrequent (less than once per month), 97 per cent of respondents 

reported that they had visited a park or beach over the last 12 months. Almost two thirds of 

respondents (65 per cent) had been to between four and seven of the different types of park. 

The survey was undertaken with people aged over 18 years and had a sample size of 755. 

No additional information is available about the characteristics of respondents. 

 

Available data provide information on the numbers of residents who use parks. However, 

there is a lack of information on visitor and visit numbers to parks, and the nature of visits. 

Information on the characteristics of park visitors is available only for some nature-based 

regional parks from user surveys of people aged 15 years and over (CCC, 1993; Greenaway 

and Associates, 2002, 2005a, 2005b). These studies provide information about park users at 
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a particular point in time. No long-term studies have been undertaken that can be used to 

identify trends in park users. Only a few parks have been surveyed and there is no 

information on users of other parks. This study will provide additional information on park 

users of all the different park types. 

 

2.6.3. Trends and Issues Influencing Christchurch Parks 

This section outlines key social, leisure and environmental trends and issues that influence 

preferences and demand for urban parks. This information is important because awareness 

of these trends and issues helps to forecast the future direction of urban parks.  

 

2.6.3.a. Social and Leisure Trends 

Leisure trends are inextricably linked to work patterns, and changing community structures 

and values. It is important, therefore, to understand both the changing leisure preferences 

and the changing structure and values of the Christchurch community, as these will 

influence people’s preferences for parks. Relevant findings of five New Zealand studies that 

identified international, national, and Christchurch trends are presented below together with 

their implications for parks. The first two studies look at population characteristics. The next 

three studies identify trends in leisure and sport. 

 

The first study, The Quality of Life Project, was established in 1999 to provide social, 

economic, and environmental indicators of quality of life in New Zealand’s six largest cities. 

The project collects data and reports on 56 key quality of life indicators. The Quality of Life 

Report (2003) noted many trends in New Zealand cities, several of which are relevant to 

urban parks. These are presented and explained in Table 2 together with possible 

implications for parks. 

 

Table 2. Social trends influencing parks in New Zealand 

Trend Explanation  Implication for parks 
Increasing 
urbanisation 

Cities are growing at a faster rate 
than the rest of the country largely 
due to internal migration from 
people seeking employment. Urban 
parks are important in mitigating the 
effects of urban living. Pressure on 
existing facilities will increase from 
growing numbers of people. 

Parks may become increasingly 
precious as the only contact with 
nature for some people. Parks may 
also be important for helping to 
maintain a sense of community 
within the city. 
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Increasing 
ethnic diversity 

The ethnic mix of city residents is 
diversifying and increasing and each 
city has a distinct immigrant 
population. 

Increasing ethnic diversity is likely 
to be matched by increasing 
diversity in the way parks are 
viewed and used. Different cultures 
will have different expectations of 
parks. Parks will need to be flexible 
to meet new demands and provide a 
diverse range of opportunities. For 
example, Pacific Island people have 
requested hangi pits and Asian 
people have requested more 
ornamental gardens in parks. 

An ageing 
population 

New Zealand’s population is getting 
older 

As the population ages, older people 
can be expected to make up an 
increasing proportion of park users. 
Parks will need to be flexible in 
order to meet the needs and 
preferences of an ageing population 
as recreation patterns change as 
people get older. For example, 
participation in sport and family 
activities in parks decreases beyond 
middle age but walking increases. 

Wealth gaps The gap between high and low 
income earners is reducing, though 
there is still a larger proportion of 
the population at the lower end of 
the income scale. Many residents 
suffer from the stress of raising 
families and living on low incomes. 

Parks will be particularly important 
for low income people as a free, 
stress-reducing recreation 
opportunity. Parks also provide 
places where high and low income 
earners can recreate together at the 
same place and have potential for 
community development. 

Decreasing 
home 
ownership 

Rates of home ownership are 
declining with a corresponding rise 
in rented dwellings, particularly 
amongst low income households. 

The quarter acre section, a 
characteristic of the New Zealand 
‘pavlova paradise’ (Mitchell, 1972 
cited in Swaffield, 1993), is 
disappearing as housing density and 
rental properties increase. Private 
residential gardens are still typical in 
towns and cities but section sizes are 
reducing. Increased access to parks 
will be needed to substitute for the 
disappearing back yard. 

Health issues Meningococcal disease and 
tuberculosis rates are higher in the 
cities than elsewhere in New 
Zealand. Type II diabetes is 
occurring at epidemic levels 
throughout the country. 

The identified health issues illustrate 
the need for physical activity and 
healthy lifestyle opportunities 
provided by parks. 

(Source: Quality of Life Report, 2003) 
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Changes in Christchurch’s population parallel changes in the national population. Using 

information from Statistics New Zealand, the second study, Christchurch City Trends (CCC, 

2002), notes that Christchurch’s population is increasing, although the rate of growth is 

slowing. In 2001, Christchurch had a population of 316 227, a 2.3 per cent increase since 

1996. In 2021, the population is projected to be 358 500 people. Similar to national trends, 

the population of Christchurch is getting older with people aged 65 years and over expected 

to outnumber children (aged 0-14 years) by the year 2016. Females outnumber males, 

particularly in the older age groups. Although gradually becoming more ethnically diverse, 

Christchurch’s population remains substantially European with comparatively small Maori, 

Pacific Island, Asian and other ethnic communities (CCC, 2002). Family composition and 

households are changing in Christchurch. Households are reducing in size. Couple only 

families and single person households are becoming more common. Family structures and 

household composition are also becoming more complex. Two parent families are still 

dominant but are declining and blended families are increasing.  

 

The third study, The Life in New Zealand Survey (Hillary Commission, 1991), identified 

that the five most frequently specified reasons for participating in leisure were to have fun, 

to relax and reduce stress, to feel better mentally and spiritually, for entertainment, and to 

challenge abilities and skills. Reading, watching television, visiting friends and family, 

listening to music, gardening, and walking were the most preferred leisure activities. These 

activities are commonly characterised as being at or close to home, involving social 

interaction and/or entertainment, and requiring little formal organisation and a relatively low 

level of physical exertion (Hillary Commission, 1991). This information is important as the 

most popular recreation activities in parks are likely to be those that fit the same 

characteristics outlined above. 

 

The fourth study is a discussion paper produced by the Hillary Commission (2000) entitled 

Sport and Active Leisure: The Future Marketing Environment. In it the Hillary Commission 

asserted: 

We would be unwise to assume that the next ten years are going to see only 

incremental changes in the way New Zealanders behave as individuals and in groups. 

Change will not be dramatic month by month, but the social and economic 

environment will be radically different by 2005, and 2010 is a place no one has really 



 

 32

mapped yet. We know who will be there (demographics), but not what they will be 

doing and thinking (p. 3). 

 

The paper went on to note nine trends that the Hillary Commission considered likely to 

affect national lifestyles related to sport and leisure. These are listed below together with the 

implications for parks. 

 

Table 3. Trends likely to affect national lifestyles related to sport and leisure 

Trend Explanation Implications for parks 
Consumer 
society 

New Zealanders have increased 
expectations of service quality, expecting 
high standards, added value and 
immediacy. These expectations are now 
well established, and we can expect 
people’s required standards to increase 
further. Organisations have to earn 
people’s commitment of interest, time and 
money with service and attention to 
fulfilling needs. 

Parks need to earn people’s 
support through provision of 
high quality opportunities. 
People will want to know 
exactly what to expect from 
a visit to a park and will not 
be satisfied if their 
expectations are not met. 

Choice and 
competition 

Organisations are competing for people’s 
discretionary time. There are a host of 
leisure time activities that offer people a 
good time. Tele-sport will be huge, 
commanding many channels and websites, 
while the direct physical experience of 
participating in recreation at a park 
requires more commitment. 

Parks need to be promoted 
as an attractive recreation 
option in order to compete 
with other recreation 
activities, they need to be 
specifically targeted to 
achieve desirable outcomes. 
 

Shrinking 
time 

The pace of life has increased dramatically 
in recent years. ‘Pause time’ has shrunk, 
and overall leisure time has been 
fractionated and come under real stress. 
‘Time sickness’ is the leading cause of 
stress, which is the new social epidemic. 
We are more wired and more tired. 
Participants do not have the time they once 
had. People will increasingly seek 
opportunities that suit them when they 
have the time, and this could be anytime. 

Convenience will be an 
important feature of parks 
requiring easily accessible 
opportunities for people to 
do what they like when they 
like. 
 

Disappearing 
(and 
reappearing) 
communities 

The traditional community model has 
broken down. There is huge internal 
migration, meaning people put down fewer 
or shallower roots where they live, 
expecting to move on again quite quickly. 
There is also significant immigration and 
new arrivals do not mix easily. People do 
not know their neighbours, and crime 
creates a cynical kind of cocooning. 

Parks have the potential to 
provide opportunities for 
social interaction and foster 
community development 
amongst neighbours or 
amongst participants who 
share an interest in a 
particular activity. Safety 
will be an important park 
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Personal safety has become a serious 
concern, particularly for women. Children 
seem to seldom play in the street or at the 
park without supervision. Communities of 
place are less relevant to people than 
communities of interest, and a new kind of 
‘clanning’ is occurring between people of 
like interests and outlooks. The online 
community will further erode the 
relevance of where people live. We are no 
longer co-dependent in a community, so 
why mix and mingle with strangers? 
Television and the web will be the clubs 
we all belong to. 

design factor. 

Wealth gaps New Zealand has a relatively low-skilled 
workforce and a disillusioned underclass 
of ‘can-nots’, who are trapped in a cycle of 
non-achievement. A very high percentage 
of households are dependent on state 
benefits. As labour patterns change to meet 
new technologies and a knowledge 
economy, some economists suggest we 
will not have full employment in the near 
future. The discretionary income of many 
households is under real stress. Local 
authorities will look to invest in local 
quality of life to attract businesses and 
residents to their area. 

Equitable access to quality 
parks and recreation will 
remain important. People on 
low incomes may be more 
dependent on parks for 
leisure opportunities than 
more affluent people. Parks 
may have the opportunity to 
attract extra investment. 

Family 
meltdown 

The Judaeo-Christian nuclear family is not 
surviving the pace of life and loosening of 
moral codes, whereas Polynesian cultures 
place an added emphasis on the meaning 
of family/whanau/fono. Families that play 
together, stay together. 

Parks can provide 
opportunities for families to 
spend quality time together. 
Parks can provide ‘neutral’ 
territory for split families to 
share. 

Metro 
magnetism 

Our larger cities continue to grow and 
there is inadequate sport and active leisure 
infrastructure. Many local authorities are 
responding too slowly to population shifts, 
playing catch up with reality. 

Provision of parks needs to 
be planned to keep up with 
growing urban populations 
and will require ongoing 
investment. 

Greed is good There is a new generation coming through 
(Gen X, and the younger Gen Y) which is 
self-centred and acquisitional – even 
hedonistic. These New Zealanders accept 
competition and thrive on the values of 
survival of the fittest. They often delay 
leaving home and starting families, and 
have relatively high disposable income 
which they seek to spend on exciting 
leisure opportunities. The driving question 
for them is – what’s in it for me? 

Parks need to provide 
excitement and challenge to 
appeal to young people who 
ask ‘what’s in it for me?’ 
Parks also have the potential 
to teach values other than 
greed. 
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Health 
bonanza 

Average life spans are increasing and this 
will continue, with older people defying 
stereotypes of frailty and dependence. 
Meanwhile we are getting fatter as a 
nation. Exercise is now an accepted means 
of attaining preferred body weights. 

Parks can provide both 
psychological and 
physiological health benefits 
to individuals of all ages. 
Parks provide opportunities 
for physical activity thereby 
contributing to a healthy 
lifestyle. Parks have the 
opportunity to ‘jump on the 
bandwagon’ and use the high 
level of interest in health and 
fitness to promote the 
benefits of parks. 
 

(Source: Hillary Commission, 2000) 

 

The final study, SPARC Trends (SPARC, n.d.) reported on the results of SPARC’s Sport 

and Physical Activity Surveys from 1997 – 2001. This involved interviews of over 12 500 

New Zealand adults aged 18 years and over, and more than 4000 young people aged 5-17 

years, about their physical activity and sport. The following trends in sport and active leisure 

were noted, all of which are likely to be seen in urban parks: 

• Levels of physical activity amongst New Zealand adults increased between 1997 and 

2001, while physical activity amongst young people decreased 

• Walking and jogging are the two physical activities that experienced the most significant 

increase in participation by adults from 1997 to 2001 

• There was little change in sports club membership amongst adults from 1997 to 2001, 

but there was a significant decline in membership among 18-24 year olds and a small 

increase in other age groups 

 

These trends suggest that overall demand for sports facilities in Christchurch is unlikely to 

alter very much and current provision levels therefore can remain at the same level. 

However, many sports clubs are struggling to survive financially and lack volunteers. 

Amalgamation of clubs is occurring so that they can share resources. Emerging ‘super’ clubs 

want more space and facilities located convenient to clubrooms. The existing distribution of 

sports facilities may need to be altered even if overall provision levels remain the same. 

 

Of particular relevance to urban parks, walking continues to rate as one of the most popular 

physical activities for both men and women over the age of 18 years (Sport and Recreation 

New Zealand (SPARC), 2004). The need for improved opportunities for walking has 
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previously been identified in Christchurch, particularly along waterways (Global Leisure 

Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b). 

 

Other trends to note in addition to those already mentioned include increasing regulation of 

parks and recreation in New Zealand, for example, New Zealand Playground Standards. It is 

related to increasing concern about safety, risk aversion, and fear of litigation. This presents 

a dilemma in that the very adventure and challenge that many participants seek from parks is 

often designed out of them, for example, trees are limbed up to prevent children climbing 

them and risk falling and hurting themselves. 

 

Parks are becoming more expensive to acquire and develop. Newly developing communities 

have higher expectations. The benefits of parks will need to be promoted to continue to 

attract funding. Alternative and innovative sources of funding may need to be sought, for 

example, sponsorship and partnerships. 

 

2.6.3.b. Environmental Trends 

Environmental values are playing an increasing role in urban park management. Buhrs and 

Bartlett (1993) asserted that both in New Zealand and world wide, there is growing 

recognition of environmental problems and the need for action to protect the environment. 

This is supported by Hoare, Bogunovich and Scott (2003) who believe that attitudes are 

changing and that we are moving from an “industrial age into an ecological and biological 

conscious one” embracing “a new land ethic” (p. 21).  

 

New Zealand’s biodiversity is under threat (Department of Conservation & Ministry for the 

Environment, 2000). Conservation effort in New Zealand has largely focussed on protecting 

alpine areas and native forests. As a result, many other habitats and eco-systems are 

underrepresented, including lowland and coastal forest remnants, dunelands, natural lowland 

shrublands, wetlands, and lower altitude grasslands (Department of Conservation, 2003). 

Cities have received relatively little attention compared to public conservation lands but 

have the potential to protect many of these eco-systems, for example, Christchurch’s Avon 

Heathcote Estuary is recognised as an internationally important wetland for bird habitat 

(Owen, 1992). Although the urban environment is highly modified, it can still have high 

biodiversity values. Nature still persists at many levels, from individual native ferns growing 

on building down-pipes to large areas that contain rare and endangered species, such as the 
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Port Hills (CCC, 2000; Ogilvie, 2000). Internationally, there is increased public support for 

action to protect and promote nature in towns and cities (Briffett, 2001; Simmons et al., 

1990). 

 

In urban areas, one of the most significant resources available to conservation is a large 

supply of people with the potential to become conservation supporters (Kendle & Forbes, 

1997). Urban parks provide opportunities not only for protecting and appreciating the 

environment but also for environmental education and increased environmental awareness, 

the benefits of which will flow on to other conservation projects (Brake & Williams, 1990; 

Kendle & Forbes, 1997). Though people can be a threat to the environment, they are also 

recognised as key allies. Urban public opinion ultimately influences national policies 

(Kendle & Forbes, 1997).  

 

The trend of increasing environmental awareness and desire for environmental benefits is 

likely to continue to expand the role of urban parks to include increased habitat protection 

and provide for functioning ecosystems. 

 

2.6.4. Christchurch Community Park Preferences  

Numerous studies undertaken in different neighbourhoods within Christchurch to identify 

community needs have included a parks component (for example, Dally, 1997; Duell & 

Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b; Kelly, 2001; 

MacGibbon & Morton, 2001; Newton, 2003; Phibbs & Kelly, 1996; Strategic Leisure (NZ) 

Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998; von Pein, 2000; Wason, 2002, Wylie, 2004). The findings of these 

studies are summarised below and correspond with studies into the meaning and values of 

parks outlined in section 2.4.  

 

All of the studies recognised that parks are highly valued within the community particularly 

for the recreation opportunities they provide. In all cases, access to outdoor space and 

physical activity in a clean, safe environment was highly rated. Health and fitness, rest, 

peace and quiet, and enhanced environmental quality were frequently alluded to as benefits 

of parks (Dally, 1997; Duell & Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 

2002c, 2003a, 2003b; Kelly, 2001; MacGibbon & Morton, 2001; Newton, 2003; Phibbs & 
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Kelly, 1996; Strategic Leisure (NZ) Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998; von Pein, 2000; Wason, 2002, 

Wylie, 2004). 

 

With few exceptions, people were generally satisfied with the amount of open space in 

Christchurch. There was, however, a strong desire for parks to be better linked and with 

improved access for pedestrians and cyclists (Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 

2003a, 2003b). With increasing housing density, people felt that green space would become 

more important. Easy access to parks within close proximity to home was considered 

important, particularly for less mobile people and children. There was concern that without 

access to parks, children would resort to playing in less appropriate places such as on the 

street (Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b; Phibbs & Kelly, 1996; 

Wason, 2002, Wylie, 2004). 

 

There was a high level of appreciation for natural resources such as the beach, the Port Hills, 

and rivers. Such features reportedly enhanced people’s sense of place and influenced where 

they chose to live (Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b). On the 

outskirts of the city in particular, parks were valued for retaining the natural and rural 

character of growth areas and acting as a green buffer from further urban development 

(Phibbs & Kelly, 1996). 

 

It was found that parks were used for a variety of activities from quiet appreciation and 

reflection through to high-energy bike tracks and challenging play areas. People liked being 

around other people in the natural environment, enjoying the outdoors with friends (Dally, 

1997; Duell & Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b; 

Kelly, 2001; MacGibbon & Morton, 2001; Newton, 2003; Phibbs & Kelly, 1996; Strategic 

Leisure (NZ) Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998; von Pein, 2000; Wason, 2002, Wylie, 2004).  

 

There was some dissatisfaction expressed with the ‘sameness’ of Christchurch parks and 

more variety in parks was commonly called for to cater for different preferences, abilities 

and ages. Many parks were considered to be too manicured and therefore less appealing. 

There was demand for more wild and natural environments, both for play and for the natural 

character they contribute to a community. Access to water was desired for play but was also 

feared by many as dangerous. A need to balance risk, safety, and the benefits of play, and to 
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provide different levels of challenge to cater for a range of abilities was recognised (Global 

Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b).  

 

A need for positive recreation opportunities for youth to address boredom and associated 

anti-social behaviour was a recurring theme. There was a feeling that playgrounds only 

catered for young children, and that more challenging facilities were required for older 

children. Amongst young people, there was consistent demand for skate and bike facilities in 

local parks, places to ‘hang out’ and socialise, and a general desire for more ‘fun’ things to 

do (Dally, 1997; Duell & Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 

2003a, 2003b; Kelly, 2001; MacGibbon & Morton, 2001; Newton, 2003; Phibbs & Kelly, 

1996; Strategic Leisure (NZ) Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998; von Pein, 2000; Wason, 2002, Wylie, 

2004). Asian youth were noted as having preferences different to other cultures, an 

important consideration with a growing Asian population. They wanted improved access to 

sports facilities and coaching for casual players, particularly full court basketball, volleyball 

and tennis (Strategic Leisure (NZ) Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998).  

 

Opportunities for formal sport were considered important, but some people felt that sports 

fields do not meet the needs of the wider community. They were considered by many to be 

stark and uninteresting and there was demand for them to be made more multi-functional 

and cater for a wider variety of activities, particularly around their margins. Visual diversity, 

more flowerbeds, and colour were desired (Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 

2003a, 2003b).  

 

There was consistent demand across all the studies for more trees, seats, drinking fountains, 

and toilets. People wanted to be involved in the decision making and expressed a desire to 

have input into the design of parks. 

 

These studies are useful in identifying issues and suggested improvements for local parks, 

but they tend to be activity-based and output-focussed, simply reporting on visitors’ 

satisfaction levels and demand for facilities at a particular site. Little mention is made of 

desired experiences and outcomes. The studies mostly treat parks generically and do not 

differentiate between different parks. They largely neglect non-users. Little attention has 

been given to non-recreational functions of parks such as visual amenity and environmental 

protection. This study will contribute to filling all of these information gaps. 
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2.6.5. Constraints to Park Use in Christchurch  

As the users of Christchurch parks are largely unknown, it is not known if particular groups 

are disadvantaged in their use of parks. No specific studies have been conducted on non-use 

of parks and constraints to park use in Christchurch. The results of user surveys in some of 

Christchurch’s nature-based regional parks suggest that for Spencer Park/ Brooklands, and 

New Brighton and Sumner beaches, geographical proximity influences park use. For the 

Port Hills, factors such as sex and socio-economic status may influence use while at Bottle 

Lake Forest Park it was age and sex (CCC, 1993; Greenaway and Associates, 2002, 2005a, 

2005b). This raises issues regarding equitable provision of parks.  

 

Issues that have been identified in parks may constrain use. For example, safety, security, 

and maintenance have been found to be important considerations for park users (Dally, 

1997; Duell & Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b; 

Kelly, 2001; MacGibbon & Morton, 2001; Newton, 2003; Parrett, 2003; Phibbs & Kelly, 

1996; Strategic Leisure (NZ) Ltd, 2000; Tay, 1998; von Pein, 2000; Wason, 2002, Wylie, 

2004). Access to parks has been identified as a constraint in Christchurch, particularly the 

need for safe access routes for children who may be walking or biking (Global leisure 

Group, 2003b; Phibbs & Kelly, 1996). The need to travel by car with parents has been 

identified as a limitation on children’s use of parks (Global Leisure Group 2002a, 2002b, 

2002c, 2003a, 2003b). Lack of information about parks has also been identified as an issue 

in Christchurch, particularly for young people, and may constrain use. Even when 

information is available, it may not be in a suitable format easily accessible to all people. 

Therefore, consideration needs to be given to how information is provided (Duell and 

Paringatai, 2002; Global Leisure Group 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b; Strategic 

Leisure, 2000).  

 

This study will help to identify the non-users of Christchurch parks, and constraints on use. 

 

2.7. Chapter Summary and Conclusions 

This chapter began with a review of the history of urban parks to illustrate their dynamic 

nature. What we see in urban parks today is a reflection of past values and opportunities. 

The current dominant themes in Christchurch parks of recreation, sport, visual amenity, and 
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environmental protection have developed over time in response to changing community 

values. As the Christchurch community continues to change, parks need to change also to 

keep pace with people’s changing needs and preferences.  

 

Various park planning and management approaches were reviewed. Christchurch’s network 

of parks has developed in a largely ad hoc manner with an activity-based approach to 

management. Advances in parks planning and management have led to the more complex 

beneficial outcomes approach which recognises that park management goes beyond 

providing facilities and opportunities for a range of on-site experiences to providing 

beneficial outcomes both for park users and the wider community. The BOA aims to 

optimise the beneficial outcomes of parks not only for on-site users, but also for the wider 

community, economy and environment. A growing number of studies have been conducted 

using the BOA to identify beneficial outcomes of parks. However, much of the research is 

based in rural areas. The BOA is being applied in this study and will help to fill the 

information gap on urban park benefits in Christchurch. 

 

The next section reviewed research into the values and meanings of urban parks. The 

research provides valuable information about how people value parks and the types of 

experiences they are seeking, but is limited to existing park users and on site experiences. 

 

A review of constraints literature suggests that disadvantaged groups can be more 

constrained in their use of parks than others. Many constraints to park use were found. No 

studies have been undertaken on non-users of Christchurch parks and there is a gap in 

information about what prevents people using Christchurch parks. 

 

The next section reviewed information about Christchurch parks. Legislation controlling the 

CCC’s provision of parks was presented. The documents resulting from the legislation set 

out Council’s general aims and objectives. Specific outcomes for parks have not been 

identified and a strategy for the city’s parks is lacking. 

 

Christchurch’s extensive network of parks was described and compared with levels of park 

provision in other places. Levels of use were also discussed. Information about numbers of 

visits and visitor characteristics is lacking. From the information currently available, it 

appears that most residents make at least some use of Christchurch parks, even if 
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infrequently. However, the extent to which they use them, how and why is not fully 

understood.  

 

Trends influencing provision and use of parks were outlined. However, without data on visit 

numbers and visitor characteristics and motivations, it is difficult to measure how these 

trends are affecting use of parks in Christchurch and therefore how best to respond to them. 

 

Research into Christchurch community park preferences was reviewed next. Various studies 

have identified what people want from Christchurch parks but the findings tend to activity-

based and generically applied to all people and all parks. Different parks and a city-wide 

context are both needed. 

 

Finally, information about constraints in Christchurch parks was reviewed and found to be 

very limited. Several issues have been identified in Christchurch parks but it is not known 

how these influence park use. 

 

From the information contained in this literature review, one can begin to build an 

understanding of where Christchurch parks have come from and the direction they could be 

heading. This study will add to that understanding with information regarding outcomes and 

associated activities, experiences and settings in parks. It will distinguish between different 

types of parks across the city and different segments of the community. The method of 

gathering data and analysis is outlined in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3.  Methodology 

 

3.1. Introduction 

An interviewer-administered household questionnaire was conducted in Christchurch on 

residents’ perceptions and use of, and desires for Christchurch parks. Six hundred residents 

were interviewed about their park use and attitudes over a period of 16 weeks in the summer 

of 2004/05. This chapter describes the sampling design and study sites, the procedures used 

to conduct the survey, how the questionnaire was developed and structured, data entry and 

analysis, ethical considerations, and difficulties encountered. Finally, the response rate and 

demographic data about the sample is presented.  

 

3.2. Sampling Design and Study Sites  

A stratified random survey of Christchurch households was used to collect data for this 

study. The researcher and an assistant conducted the survey during the period from 16 

October 2004 to 8 February 2005. The researcher conducted approximately 60 per cent of 

the interviews and the assistant conducted the other 40 per cent. In an attempt to achieve the 

highest participation rate and to get the best quality data, the survey was interviewer 

administered face to face. Two hundred interviews were conducted in each of three areas of 

Christchurch, resulting in a total of 600 survey responses. 

 

Three different areas of Christchurch were selected for the survey, representing three 

different socio-economic sections of the Christchurch community. The three areas were 

selected using the New Zealand Deprivation Index 2001, an index which combines nine 

census variables (see Appendix I) to create an ordinal scale from 1 to 10, which reflects 

aspects of material and social deprivation. Areas of high, medium, and low deprivation were 

selected so that a comparison of results could be made between people from different socio-

economic groups. 

 

The New Zealand Deprivation Index for Christchurch is mapped in Figure 3 together with 

the three study areas surveyed (outlined in red) and corresponding census area units 

(outlined in white).
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Areas selected for the study included the suburbs of Linwood/ Phillipstown (most deprived, 

level 9-10), Spreydon / Somerfield (medium deprived, level 5-6), and Fendalton / Merivale 

(least deprived, level 1-2). The three selected areas were chosen because they each have a 

concentration of households with either high, medium, or low levels of deprivation, and are 

located in different parts of the city (geographically distinct). It was also considered 

important to select suburbs that do not encompass unusually large amounts of open space, 

such as the coast or the Port Hills, which could influence people’s use of parks. Deprivation 

levels defined the boundaries of each study area. Within the selected areas, the precise study 

area boundaries were not predetermined, but were dictated by the number of households 

visited to complete the required number of questionnaires.  

 

There was a sharp contrast between the character of the three areas with observable 

differences recorded by the researcher ranging from the size of sections, and style of housing, 

gardens and furniture, to the way people spoke and behaved, and even the way they dressed. 

It was hypothesised that the various levels of deprivation, reflected in the contrasting living 

conditions, may influence how people value and use parks.  

 

The Linwood study area, the area with the highest level of deprivation (level 9-10), was 

characterised by a high proportion of blocks of multiple flats, large old villas (some of which 

were family homes, but many of which had been converted into multiple flats), and new high 

density apartment blocks. While some of the section sizes were large, the many sites with 

multiple dwellings had restricted living space with very small or no back yards. There were 

noticeably fewer trees and gardens in Linwood compared to the other two areas, graffiti 

levels were high, and many of the properties appeared run down. The residential standards 

observed were reinforced by Christchurch’s City Plan zoning rules (CCC, 1999a). The 

Linwood study area was mostly zoned in the City Plan as Living Three (Medium Density and 

Suburban Focals) with a small amount of Living Two (Inner Suburban). The Living Three 

zone allows for the 'town house' type of development and has a minimum allotment size of 

300m2 for vacant sites. The maximum residential floor area ratio allowed is 0.8. There is no 

maximum for the number of units allowed (CCC, 1999a).  

 

The Spreydon study area, of medium deprivation (level 5-6), had a mixture of flats and old 

and new houses but was largely characterised by modest individual homes on individual 

sections, each with its own garden and lawn. The study area was zoned Living Two (Inner 
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Suburban) in the City Plan. In the Living Two zone, one unit or dwelling is permitted on a 

minimum land area of 330m2. The maximum percentage of any site allowed to be covered by 

buildings is 40 per cent or 45 per cent depending on building height (CCC, 1999a).  

 

The Fendalton study area, the least deprived area (level 1-2), had very few flats and 

apartment blocks and was dominated by many very new ‘up-market’ houses or very old 

original stately mansions. These large, elegant, luxuriously furnished homes were located on 

spacious sections, sometimes multiple sections, with well-tended gardens providing a park-

like setting. Private tennis courts and swimming pools were not uncommon. The area is 

zoned as Living One (Outer Suburban) in the City Plan. In the Living One zone, one 

unit/dwelling is permitted on a minimum net land area of 450m2 plus accessway. A feature of 

this zone is the large amount of open space required - the site coverage is a maximum of 35 

per cent or 40 per cent depending on the building height. 

 

3.3. Selection of Participants 

Every street was visited within the study areas defined on the map in Figure 3. Households 

were systematically selected by visiting every third house. This was intended to achieve both 

a geographical spread and to remove interviewer bias. Individual flats and apartments were 

considered as separate households. Participants were randomly selected by asking for the 

person who was home at the time of the visit, aged 16 years or over, and with the next 

birthday. Children were not included in the survey due to the complex nature of the 

questions. A different approach would be required for their participation. A minimum age of 

16 years was set so that no parental permission was required for participation.  

 

3.4. Data Collection Procedures 

A mix of morning, afternoon, and evening visits was used to get a range of participants who 

were at home at various times of the day. Surveys were conducted between 10am and 8.30pm 

during both weekdays and weekends. A spreadsheet was used to record household visits, 

completion of a survey, refusals to participate, and non-contacts where no suitable 

participants were home, or locked gates or the presence of a dog prevented contact. Up to two 

call-backs were made on a different day and at a different time to houses where no contact 
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could be made. After the third and final visit, the house was recorded as ‘non-contact’ and no 

further attempt was made to contact them.  

 

The time taken for each survey varied from 15 minutes to one and three quarter hours with 

most surveys taking about 30 minutes each.  

 

After the first 100 participants were interviewed in each of the three areas, the sample 

demographics were compared to those of the resident population to ensure that the sample 

was representative of the people living in the area. In the Linwood study area, there was an 

accurate representation of ages, sexes, ethnicity, employment status, and living situation. 

However, in Fendalton and Spreydon study areas, participants were over represented by 

women either employed part time or not in the workforce compared with the resident 

population. The number of weekend and evening interviews were increased to try and 

achieve a better balance of working and non-working people. However, due to time 

constraints and the difficulties encountered (see section 3.8), there was limited capacity for 

interviews outside of normal working hours and the sample for these two areas remained over 

represented by non-working women. See section 3.10 for a discussion of sample 

representativeness. 

 

3.5. Questionnaire 

The questionnaire (see Appendix II) consisted of 18 questions, some of which had several 

parts. Both open ended and closed questions were used. Responses to the open questions 

were recorded as close to verbatim as practicable. Where appropriate, quotations from 

responses have been used in discussion of the results to illustrate a point. For the closed 

questions, showcards were used to facilitate the selection of responses by participants (see 

Appendix III).  

 

The questionnaire was structured around the following topics, with the aim of providing 

answers to the research questions: 

1. Perceived benefits of parks 

2. Perceived characteristics that make a good park 

3. Perceived characteristics that make a bad park 

4. The different parks used in Christchurch 
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5. Frequency of park use in Christchurch 

6. Activities undertaken in Christchurch parks 

7. Normal mode of travel to Christchurch parks 

8. Favourite Christchurch park  

9. Activities undertaken in favourite park 

10. Favourite activity in favourite park 

11. The desirability and attainability of experiences in favourite park 

12. The desirability and attainability of benefits in favourite park 

13. The importance of benefits to others in favourite park 

14. Preferred settings in favourite park 

15. Satisfaction with Christchurch parks 

16. Constraints to use of Christchurch parks 

17. Suggested changes to Christchurch parks 

18. Demographic and socio-economic data 

 

The questionnaire was developed within a framework of the BOA and with reference to 

literature and other surveys about parks. A visitor survey schematic from the United States’ 

Bureau of Land Management (Bruns, 2004) was used to structure the questionnaire. The 

experiences and benefits listed in questions 11-13 of the questionnaire were selected and 

adapted from the Recreation Experience Preference Scales (REP) and the Paragraphs About 

Leisure (PAL) (Driver, Tinsley, and Manfredo, 1991), and categories of benefits (Driver and 

Bruns, 1999). The physical, social and managerial setting characteristics in question 14 of the 

questionnaire were adapted from the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (Taylor, 1993). The 

list of constraints used in question 16 were similar to those identified in previous constraints 

research (for example, Arnold and Shinew, 1998; Howard and Crompton, 1984; Scott and 

Jackson, 1996; Scott and Munson, 1994). The categories used for demographic data in 

question 18 are those used by Statistics New Zealand.  

 

A pilot study was undertaken on 20 respondents. As only very minor amendments were made 

to the questionnaire following the pilot study, these surveys have been included in the study 

data set. 
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3.6. Data Entry and Analysis 

Data was coded and entered into an Excel spreadsheet. SPSS was used for statistical analysis. 

Frequency analyses were conducted and mean scores were calculated where appropriate. 

ANOVA one way tests were used to identify statistically significant differences between sets 

of data.  

 

3.7. Ethical Considerations 

The proposed study was submitted to Lincoln University’s Human Ethics Committee who 

reviewed and approved the methods. Some minor alterations were made to the questionnaire 

before the survey began as a result of their recommendations. Participation in the survey was 

voluntary and participants were able to withdraw at any time. Participants were aged 16 years 

and over and no parental permission was required for their participation. Information about 

the study was read out to participants and an information sheet was left with them. No 

information was collected that would enable participants to be identified. For safety reasons 

and courtesy to participants, interviews were conducted during daylight hours. 

 

3.8. Difficulties and Problems Encountered 

Over the course of a week, more hours were available to conduct surveys during normal 

working hours than during evenings and weekends. Additionally, interviewer availability was 

higher during normal working hours. This may have influenced the level of household 

contact and achieving a representative sample of both working and non-working people. No 

contact could be made with over half of the households visited during the survey period with 

the rate of contact being lowest during the week. Weekends and evenings were taken up with 

call-backs to households that could not be contacted during the week. The lack of survey time 

out of normal working hours was further exacerbated by the following factors. Very early in 

the survey implementation phase, it became apparent that weekend mornings were an 

awkward time to make house visits as many people were still in bed. Consequently, most of 

the weekend visits were restricted to afternoons. Evenings also proved awkward as people 

were often busy with the evening meal, or were socialising and reluctant to participate. 

Additionally, Lincoln University’s Human Ethics Committee required that the researcher 

work with an assistant in the evenings. As this was not always possible to co-ordinate, there 
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were fewer evening visits than day visits. Time constraints restricted the extent to which the 

survey period could be extended to allow for more interviews out of normal work hours. 

 

The bulk of the surveys were conducted towards the end of the year in the period approaching 

Christmas. This proved to be a good time to contact tertiary students, many of whom had 

completed their study for the year and were free to participate in the survey. Senior secondary 

school students were also at home, but many were studying for exams and were unwilling to 

participate in the survey. As Christmas approached, people became more involved in other 

activities and were less willing to participate in the survey. After Christmas, many were away 

on holiday. Therefore, no surveys were conducted between 19 December 2004 and 9 January 

2005.  

 

Many people, particularly in the Fendalton and Spreydon study areas, claimed to be very 

busy and suggested that a survey they could complete in their own time would be more 

convenient. Some respondents perceived an increased demand for participation in surveys 

generally and were reluctant to participate in more.  

 

Other difficulties encountered in a small number of cases, were locked gates or a dog 

preventing entry to the property. Such households were recorded as “no contact” and treated 

the same as households where nobody was home. 

 

In only a few cases, the person at home was unable to speak English and therefore could not 

complete the survey. Such cases are included with the “refusals”. 

 

3.9. Response Rate 

A total of 2 466 households (800 in Linwood, 952 in Spreydon, 714 in Fendalton) were 

approached during the survey but over half (52 per cent) of them could not be contacted, a 

reflection of some of the difficulties encountered and outlined in section 3.8. Of the 1 196 

households that were asked to participate, 600 completed the survey, resulting in a response 

rate of 50.2 per cent. Response rates for the three study areas are presented in Table 4. 

Figures given are percentages. 
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Table 4. Response rates for households contacted 

 
Linwood 

n = 391 

Spreydon 

n = 419 

Fendalton 

n = 386 

Total 

n = 1 196 

Refusal 48.8 52.3 48.2 49.8

Completed survey 51.2 47.7 51.8 50.2

 

 

Table 4 illustrates that the response rates were similar in all three of the study areas with 

approximately half of the households contacted refusing to participate and half completing 

the survey.  

 

3.10. The Sample 

The study sample was drawn from three residential areas of Christchurch city, each with 

different levels of deprivation as described in section 3.2 above. Demographic data about the 

sample was compared with census data pertaining to the population of the area units from 

which the sample was derived. Area units are aggregations of meshblocks, the smallest 

geographic area used by Statistics New Zealand in the collection and processing of data. The 

census data is not fully compatible with the sample population and a small amount of 

variation can be expected between them. The areas selected for this study did not fully align 

with area units, but comprised part of several census area units (illustrated in Figure 3). The 

Linwood study area comprised parts of Linwood and Phillipstown area units. The Spreydon 

study area comprised parts of Somerfield, Barrington North, Spreydon, Hillmorton, Hoon 

Hay South, and Barrington South area units. The Fendalton study area comprised parts of 

Holmwood, Bryndwr and Strowan area units. In addition to the study areas not being fully 

aligned with the area units, participants in the study were of a particular level of deprivation, 

whereas census data for the resident population includes all deprivation levels within the area 

unit. Furthermore, census data is provided for people aged 15 years and over, whereas the 

study had a minimum participant age of 16 years. Despite the disparities, the comparison still 

provides a useful indication of the sample’s representativeness. 

 

Demographic data from the sample is presented in Figure 4 and compared with 2001 census 

data for the combined corresponding area units from which the sample was derived.  
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Figure 4. Demographic data of the total study sample and the population of corresponding 

area units 

 

Figure 4 shows that the variation between the study sample and the resident population is 

small. The main differences are in the area of employment.  
 

The Linwood sample had an accurate representation of both sexes, and of different 

ethnicities. The Linwood sample was under-represented in the younger age groups and over 

represented in the older age groups compared to the resident population. The sample over-

represented those not in the workforce, which was largely made up of people who were 

retired, full time in the home, students, and invalids beneficiaries. The Linwood sample also 

over represented couples with children and under represented solo parents with children. 

 

The Spreydon sample was slightly under represented by males and over represented by 

females compared to the resident population. Different age groups and ethnicities were 

accurately represented. The Spreydon sample was under represented by people employed full 
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time and over-represented by people employed part time and people not in the workforce, 

who were mainly retired, full time in the home, or students. The Spreydon sample also under 

represented solo parents with children. 

 

The Fendalton sample was under-represented by males and over-represented by females 

compared to the resident population. It was also under-represented by young people and over-

represented by older people. There was a lack of representation from the small Maori and 

Pacific Island population in this area but otherwise the representation of ethnicities was 

accurate. People employed full-time and the unemployed were under represented in the 

sample. People employed part-time were over represented as were people not in the 

workforce, particularly retirees as well as some students and people full-time at home. The 

sample also under represented solo parents with children. 

 

Overall, the study sample is reasonably representative of the population from which it was 

drawn. 

 

3.11. Chapter Summary 

In summary, an interviewer-administered survey of Christchurch households was conducted 

between October 2004 and February 2005 to examine residents’ attitudes and preferences for 

Christchurch parks. The New Zealand Deprivation index was very effective for selecting 

three areas of Christchurch for the stratified random survey so that comparisons could be 

made between areas of low, medium, and high deprivation.  

 

Conducting the survey face to face was advantageous because the survey was complex and it 

enabled the interviewer to ensure that the interviewee understood the questions. Responses 

were of a better quality as participants were able to talk freely about parks without having to 

write the responses themselves. Administering the questionnaire face to face was also 

intended to try and get the best response rate. However, the main difficulty encountered was 

contacting households, particularly during normal working hours. Having a questionnaire that 

could be left at households may have improved the rate of contact. 

 

Over the next four chapters, results of the survey are presented and discussed. The chapters 

are structured around the six study aims. 
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Chapter 4.  Role and Significance of Christchurch Parks 

 

4.1. Introduction 

In order to identify the role and significance of Christchurch parks, participants were asked 

questions about their perceptions and use of parks. This chapter begins by presenting the 

results of these survey questions, followed by a discussion of the results.  

 

4.2. Perception and Use of Christchurch Parks – Survey Results 

At the beginning of the survey, participants were prompted to think about all the parks in 

Christchurch, from local playgrounds and sports parks to rivers, beaches and nature-based 

regional parks. They were then asked a series of questions about how they view and use 

parks. The results are presented in this section. Throughout the chapters, all figures are 

percentages, unless otherwise stated. Results are shaded where there were statistically 

significant differences between the three study areas. Comments contained within quotation 

marks are direct quotes from survey responses. 

 

4.2.1. Perceived Benefits of Christchurch Parks 

Participants were asked if there were any benefits to be gained from having parks in 

Christchurch. This was an open-ended question asked at the beginning of the survey with no 

lead-in questions or discussion. The intention was to elicit what was uppermost in people’s 

minds about benefits currently available from Christchurch parks and are indicative of the 

level of awareness of park benefits. 

 

All 600 respondents agreed that there were benefits to be gained from having parks in 

Christchurch. Even people who did not use parks thought parks were extremely important 

and made comments such as, “ I don’t really use them but it’s really good that young people 

have somewhere to go”. However, some people admitted “taking parks for granted” and had 

difficulty specifying the benefits. Some responded simply that parks were “good for 

everything” and that “Christchurch needs parks”.  
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Responses were coded and categorised as either activities, or personal, environmental, 

social/cultural, or economic benefits based on Driver and Bruns’ framework (1999). The 

benefits are listed in Table 5, together with the percentage of respondents who identified 

them. Respondents were allowed to name more than one benefit, so the percentages do not 

add up to 100. On average, respondents named 4.5 benefits each. An ANOVA one way test 

was performed to identify any significant differences between the three study areas. Benefits 

are shaded where statistically significant differences were found between the three study 

areas (p ≤ 0.05).  

 

Table 5. Perceived benefits of parks in Christchurch1 

Study Area 

Benefits Total 

n=600

Linwood 

n =200 

Spreydon

n =200 

Fendalton

n =200 

1. Activities – Total  84.4 88.0 81.5 85.0

 Children’s play, place to take kids 51.7 54.0 56.5 44.5

 Recreation (walking, running, cycling etc) 46.0 40.5 40.0 57.5

 Organised sport  38.5 24.5 46.5 44.5

 Exercising dogs and pets 15.5 16.0 16.0 14.5

 Picnics 12.2 16.0 11.0 9.5

 Fairs, events, gatherings 6.2 5.5 4.0 9.0

 Eat lunch 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.0

 Route, pass through on the way to somewhere else 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.0

 Other  1.5 3.5 0.5 0.5

2. Personal Benefits – Total 68.8 64.0 68.5 74.0

  A. Psychological  

    i. Better mental health and health maintenance  

 Mental health and wellness, positive mood changes 8.0 7.5 7.5 9.0

    ii. Personal development and growth  

 Education, learn about the outdoors and the 

environment, conservation awareness  4.0 2.0 4.0 6.0

 Freedom, autonomy, sense of control 2.0 3.5 1.0 1.5

 Thinking and reflecting 0.7 0.5 0.0 1.5

                                                 
1 Figures given in all tables are percentages, unless otherwise stated. 
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    iii. Personal appreciation and satisfaction  

 Entertainment, fun, provides something to do  26.8 23.5 27.0 30.0

 General good, existence value, improves the city and 

quality of life  17.8 17.5 14.5 21.5

 Escape city hustle and bustle, get away from other 

people and enjoy peace and quiet and solitude 12.2 11.5 12.5 12.5

 Connect with and appreciate nature, wildlife, and 

scenery  6.8 9.5 6.0 5.0

 Safety and security, safe place to go 2.5 2.5 3.5 1.5

 B. Psycho-Physiological  

 Relaxing 15.8 16.5 19.5 11.5

 Place for exercise and fitness 14.5 11.5 10.0 22.0

 Health 7.5 5.0 8.0 9.5

3. Environmental Benefits – Total 61.0 50.5 57.0 75.5

 Aesthetic, visual amenity, provides visual relief from 

buildings 42.7 28.5 40.5 59.0

 Good for the environment, wildlife and ecology, air 

quality, climate control and flooding  21.5 19.0 21.0 24.5

 Provides green open space and substitutes for 

decreasing size of back yards 18.8 18.5 13.0 25.0

 Trees, public plantings 4.2 2.5 0.5 9.5

 Provides green belt and prevents development 2.3 2.0 1.5 3.5

 Provides ideas for and encourages gardening 0.7 1.0 0.5 0.5

4. Social/Cultural Benefits – Total 36.3 33.0 38.0 38.0

 Spend time with family and friends, family 

togetherness 19.0 17.5 24.0 15.5

 Social interaction and community meeting place  11.8 12.5 10.0 13.0

 Variety of parks and activities that are suitable and 

available for everyone of all ages 8.8 6.5 8.5 11.5

 Keep kids out of trouble 1.3 3.0 0.0 1.0

 Retain heritage and natural history for future 

generations  1.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

 School use 0.8 0.5 0.0 2.0

 Increase morale and city pride 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.0
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 Public access, access to coastline 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.0

5. Economic Benefits – Total 15.0 7.5 18.0 19.5

 Low cost, free 6.8 4.0 12.0 4.5

 Tourism  5.0 0.0 6.0 9.0

 Close to home, don’t have to travel far 3.7 3.5 2.0 5.5

 Increased property values 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.0

 Employment opportunities 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5

 

Table 5 shows that the most commonly identified benefits were, in fact, not benefits but 

activities. Such activities were considered by respondents to be inherently beneficial, and the 

specific benefits of them were not always articulated. The same can be said of items such as 

‘provides green open space’, ‘trees’, ‘school use’ for which the benefits were not specified, 

but are likely to be multiple. Personal benefits were the next most identified category of 

benefits, followed by environmental benefits, social and cultural benefits, and economic 

benefits. 

 

‘Children’s play’ (noted by 51.7 per cent of the respondents) and ‘recreation’ (46 per cent) 

were the most frequently mentioned benefits, followed by ‘aesthetics’ (42.7 per cent), ‘sport’ 

(38.5 per cent), ‘entertainment’ (26.8 per cent), and ‘good for the environment’ (21.5 per 

cent). All other benefits were reported by less than 20 per cent of the respondents.  

 

While there were similarities between the three study areas in their identification of benefits, 

there were also some important differences. On average, Fendalton respondents identified the 

greatest number of benefits (5.3 per respondent) and Linwood respondents identified the least 

(3.9 per respondent). Spreydon was in between with 4.3 benefits per respondent. However, 

these differences were not statistically significant. 

 

Respondents in all three study areas recognised the category of activities more than any other 

category of benefit. The economic and environmental categories had the highest level of 

recognition in the Fendalton study area and lowest in the Linwood study area. Other 

categories of benefits were not significantly different between the areas. There were, 

however, some statistically significant differences between the study areas for specific 

benefits. Significantly fewer respondents in Linwood than in the other two areas identified 

‘aesthetics’, ‘tourism’, and ‘sport’ as benefits. Significantly more Spreydon respondents 
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mentioned ‘low cost’, ‘children’s play’, and ‘sport’ and fewer mentioned ‘green open space’ 

as a benefit. A greater number of Fendalton respondents identified ‘exercise and fitness’, 

‘tourism’, ‘aesthetics’, ‘open space’, and ‘recreation’ than the other two areas. Significantly 

fewer Fendalton respondents mentioned ‘children’s play’. 

 

The order of the most frequently mentioned benefits also varied between the three study 

areas. In Linwood, ‘children’s play’ was the most commonly identified benefit followed by 

‘recreation’, ‘aesthetics’, and ‘sport’. Spreydon people also mentioned ‘children’s play’ the 

most frequently of all the benefits but ranked ‘sport’ second followed by ‘aesthetics’ and 

‘recreation’. Fendalton respondents mentioned ‘aesthetic’ benefits the most, followed by 

‘recreation’ and then ‘sport’ and ‘children’s play’. The differences in perceived benefits 

between the three study areas point to different meanings and values for parks. This becomes 

more apparent when combined with the results for park use. 

 

Differences were also found between age groups in their identification of benefits. For 25-44 

year olds and people aged 65+ years, ‘children’s play’ was the most commonly identified 

benefit, whereas for 16-24 year olds, it was ‘sport’ and for 45-64 year olds, it was 

‘recreation’. An ANOVA one way test (p ≤ 0.05) revealed statistically significant differences 

between age groups for seven of the identified benefits. These are listed in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Perceived park benefits with statistically significant differences between age groups 

Age group (in years) 

Benefit 16-24 

n=79 

25-44 

n=232 

45-64 

n=158 

65+ 

n=131 

Activities 

Children's play, place to take kids 39.2 58.2 46.8 53.4

Exercising dogs and pets 26.6 13.4 13.9 14.5

Personal Benefits 

Mental health and wellness, positive mood changes 0.0 7.8 12.0 8.4

Health 1.3 11.2 5.1 7.6

Environmental Benefits   

Aesthetic, visual amenity, provides visual relief from 

buildings 

31.6 36.2 50.0 51.9

Provides green open space and substitutes for 

decreasing size of back yards 

6.3 19.0 21.5 22.9

Economic Benefits 

Low cost, free 3.8 12.5 3.8 2.3

 

Table 6 shows that a significantly higher proportion of young people aged 16-24 years than 

other age groups identified ‘exercising dogs and pets’ as a benefit of parks. Fewer 

respondents in this age group identified ‘children’s play’, ‘mental health’, ‘health’, 

‘aesthetics’, and ‘open space’ as benefits. A higher proportion of 25-44 year olds identified 

‘children’s play’, ‘health’, and ‘low cost’ as benefits of parks. People aged 45-64 years old 

were more likely than other age groups to identify ‘mental health’ benefits of parks. Older 

people aged over 65 years had the highest proportion of people who identified ‘aesthetic’ and 

‘open space’ benefits of parks and the fewest people to mention ‘low cost’. 

 

The differences between age groups reflect different interests and experiences in parks which 

can be associated with different stages in the life cycle. This is most obvious for the benefit of 

‘children’s play’ which was mentioned by fewer young people, as they have outgrown 

playgrounds for their own use and are least likely to have children of their own, than by 

respondents of parental age and older.  
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There were also significant differences between sexes in their identification of benefits. Table 

7 lists the identified benefits where there were statistically significant differences between 

males and females (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05).  

 

Table 7. Perceived park benefits with statistically significant differences between sexes 

Sex 

Benefit Male 

n=253 

Female

n=347 

Activities 

Organised sport 43.9 34.6

Picnics 8.7 14.7

Personal benefits 

Entertainment, fun, provides something to do 21.3 30.8

Environmental benefits  

Aesthetic, visual amenity, provides visual relief from buildings 37.5 46.4

Provides green open space and substitutes for decreasing size of back 

yards 

11.5 24.2

 

Table 7 shows that a significantly higher proportion of females than males identified 

‘picnics’, ‘entertainment’, ‘aesthetics’, and ‘open space’ as benefits of parks, and females 

were less likely than males to identify ‘sport’ benefits of parks.  

 

The wide variety of benefits identified for parks and the variation between respondents 

illustrates varying perspectives of parks. People do not all see parks the same way but value 

them according to their own priorities and experiences. This is discussed in section 4.3.2. 

 

4.2.2. Characteristics of a Good Park 

Further insight into the role and significance of parks was gained by asking participants about 

characteristics of a good park. Responses to an open-ended question were coded and are 

listed in Table 8. Respondents were able to identify more than one characteristic, hence the 

percentages do not add up to 100. An ANOVA one way test was performed and park 

characteristics are shaded where there were statistically significant differences between the 

three study areas (p ≤ 0.05). 
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Table 8. Characteristics of a good park 

Study Area 

Park characteristic Total

n=600

Linwood 

n=200 

Spreydon

n=200 

Fendalton

n=200 

Playground, kids’ area 47.8 50.5 50.5 42.5

Trees  47.3 36.0 53.5 52.5

Well maintained and managed - grass mown, clean, 

tidy, no litter, no graffiti 34.8 31.5 40.5 32.5

Flowers and gardens, variety of plants, autumn colours, 

landscaping 24.0 24.0 25.5 22.5

Green grass areas, with irrigation 23.7 18.5 24.0 28.5

Safe, especially for kids - open and visible, fenced from 

road and waterways, safe under surfacing 19.8 18.0 19.5 22.0

Clean toilets 18.8 17.5 25.0 14.0

Location close by, easy access 16.7 15.5 10.5 24.0

Large size suitable for activities 16.2 9.0 23.5 16.0

Seating area 15.7 17.0 18.0 12.0

Attractive appearance, beautiful, pleasant surroundings, 

well designed friendly and inviting environment 15.5 11.5 16.0 19.0

Uncluttered, open space and fresh air 14.8 13.0 15.5 16.0

Variety and colour, multi-use with a bit of everything to

cater for all ages 11.7 15.5 6.0 13.5

Water feature such as a river or pond with ducks and 

goldfish 11.5 13.0 9.5 12.0

Sports, sports fields and facilities, spectator areas 11.5 11.0 12.0 11.5

Walking area, tracks and paths 10.8 7.0 11.5 14.0

Rubbish bins and doggy doo bins 9.7 5.0 16.5 7.5

Shade and shelter (for example, buildings, windbreak, 

shade sails, planting) 9.0 12.5 5.0 9.5

Natural environment, nature preservation, native bush, 

birds and wildlife, no concrete 8.2 8.5 8.0 8.0

Picnics, picnic tables and bbqs 7.8 9.0 10.0 4.5
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Practical park that serves its intended purpose 6.7 4.5 4.5 11.0

Other recreation facilities, for example, swimming or 

paddling pool, tennis court, golf course, fitness trail, 

mini golf, skatepark 6.3 8.0 2.0 9.0

Car parking 5.8 3.5 6.0 8.0

Rest and relaxation, peace and quiet, escape from city, 

people and buildings 5.7 7.5 5.0 4.5

Cycleways, mt bike tracks, cycleway linkages & access 3.8 3.5 2.0 6.0

Dogs, somewhere to take dogs, somewhere to tie dogs 3.7 3.0 3.0 5.0

Away from traffic, not near busy road  3.5 2.5 4.5 3.5

Drinking water or tap 3.5 1.5 3.5 5.5

People enjoying it, well used, available for everyone  3.3 4.5 1.0 4.5

No dogs or dog poo, dogs are very well controlled 2.5 2.5 2.0 3.0

Balance of formal and informal, exploration and safety, 

variety of grassed areas to very natural areas 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

Lighting 1.8 2.0 2.0 1.5

Sense of freedom, can do what you like 1.5 2.0 0.5 2.0

Hagley Park 1.5 2.0 1.0 1.5

Light, sun, good weather 1.2 2.0 1.0 0.5

Family areas 1.0 1.5 0.5 1.0

Signage, information provided about opportunities, 

hazards, and rules 1.0 0.0 0.5 2.5

Shop, café, restaurant, or kiosk  1.0 1.0 0.5 1.5

Historical information and connections 1.0 1.5 0.0 1.5

Other (characteristics identified by less than 1% of 

respondents) 12.9 13.0 5.0 19.5

 

Table 8 shows that a ‘playground’ was mentioned by the greatest number of respondents as 

something that makes a good park, consistent with ‘children’s play’ being the most 

commonly identified benefit of parks. ‘Trees’ were the second most mentioned characteristic 

of a good park followed by ‘well-maintained’, ‘flowers’, and ‘green grass’. Other 

characteristics were mentioned by less than 20 per cent of the respondents.  
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For Linwood respondents, a ‘playground’ was the most frequently mentioned characteristic, 

whereas for Spreydon and Fendalton, a ‘playground’ was second to ‘trees’. There were 

statistically significant differences between the three study areas for 11 of the identified park 

characteristics. A greater proportion of people from the Linwood study area than from the 

other two areas cited ‘variety and colour’, and ‘shade and shelter’ as characteristics of a good 

park and a smaller percentage mentioned ‘trees’, ‘large size’, ‘rubbish bins’, and ‘practical 

park. The Spreydon study area had a greater proportion of people who said that ‘trees’, 

‘toilets’, ‘large size’, and ‘rubbish bins’ made a good park, and a smaller proportion of people 

who mentioned ‘location’, ‘variety and colour’, ‘shade and shelter’, ‘practical park’ and 

‘recreation facilities’. Fendalton had the greatest proportion of people who noted ‘location’, 

‘practical park’, and ‘recreation facilities’, and fewer people mentioned ‘toilets’ as 

characteristics of a good park.  

 

For people aged 25-44 years, a ‘playground’ was the most mentioned characteristic of a good 

park. For all other age groups, ‘trees’ were mentioned the most often. Table 9 lists the 

characteristics of a good park where there were significant differences between age categories 

(ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 9. Characteristics of a good park with statistically significant differences between age 

groups 

Age group (in years) 

Park characteristic 16-24

n=79 

25-44 

n=232 

45-64 

n=158 

65+ 

n=131

Playground, kids’ area 45.6 59.1 37.3 42.0

Flowers and gardens, variety of plants, autumn colours, 

landscaping 

27.8 18.5 30.4 23.7

Large size suitable for activities 26.6 17.2 9.5 16.0

Safe, especially for kids - open and visible, fenced from 

road and waterways, safe under surfacing 

16.5 27.6 15.8 13.0

Clean toilets 12.7 26.7 13.3 15.3

Shop, café, restaurant, or kiosk 3.8 0.0 0.0 2.3

 

Table 9 shows that, compared to other age groups, a greater proportion of young people aged 

16-24 years identified ‘size’ and a ‘shop’ as characteristics of a good park. In the 25-44 year 
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age group there was a greater proportion of people who identified a ‘playground’, ‘safety’, 

and ‘toilets’ as characteristics of a good park, features largely associated with children’s 

activities and reflective of this group’s parental age. People aged 45-64 years old were the 

most likely to mention ‘flowers’ as something that makes a good park and least likely to 

mention a ‘playground’ and ‘large size’. There were fewer people aged 65 years and over 

who mentioned ‘safety’. This may be due to changing views on safety (refer to section 2.6.3) 

and less awareness of and exposure to anti-social behaviour compared to younger 

generations. 

 

Males and females reported similar numbers of good park characteristics. However, the top-

ranking characteristic of a good park for males was ‘trees’, while for females it was a 

‘playground’. Table 10 lists the characteristics of a good park where there were statistically 

significant differences between sexes (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 10. Characteristics of a good park with statistically significant differences between 

sexes 

Sex 

Park characteristic Male 

n=253 

Female

n=347 

Playground, kids’ area 40.7 53.0

Flowers and gardens, variety of plants, autumn colours, landscaping 17.0 29.1

Safe, especially for kids - open and visible, fenced from road and 

waterways, safe under surfacing 

14.6 23.6

Clean toilets 12.3 23.6

Seating area 9.5 20.2

Practical park that serves its intended purpose 9.1 4.9

Shade and shelter 5.9 11.2

Rubbish bins, doggy doo bins 5.1 13.0

Other recreation facilities, for example, swimming or paddling pool, 

tennis court, golf course, fitness trail, mini golf, skatepark 

2.8 8.9

 

Table 10 shows that a greater proportion of females than males identified ‘playgrounds’, 

‘gardens’, ‘safety’, ‘toilets’, ‘seating’, ‘shade and shelter’, ‘rubbish bins’, and ‘recreation 



 

 64

facilities’ as features of a good park. Males were more likely than females to identify 

‘practical’ as a characteristic of a good park.  

 

All of the characteristics that were identified as making a ‘good park’ exist in many 

Christchurch parks currently. This suggests that people like parks as they are. The identified 

characteristics were not new ideas promoting changes in parks. However, respondents are 

limited by their own experience and it is natural for their responses to reflect what they see in 

parks now. Consequently, reliance on community perspectives to determine how parks 

should be developed may not be responsive to changing community needs, instead promoting 

more of the same. While community input to identify outcomes is important, innovative new 

ideas to satisfy changing community needs will need to be driven by park planners. 

 

4.2.3. Characteristics of a Bad Park 

Respondents were asked in an open-ended question to identify what makes a bad park. Coded 

responses are listed in Table 11. An ANOVA one way test was performed and park 

characteristics are shaded where there were statistically significant differences between the 

three study areas (p ≤ 0.05). 
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Table 11. Characteristics of a bad park 

Study Area 

Park characteristic Total 

n=600

Linwood 

n=200 

Spreydon

n=200 

Fendalton

n=200 

Poorly maintained - overgrown, graffiti, vandalism, 

dead plants, items in bark, rubbish, broken glass, and 

polluted water 65.5 61.0 68.5 67.0

Bad people, gangsters, anti-social behaviour  15.8 24.0 12.5 11.0

Poor design and layout, unattractive and uninviting, 

lacking trees, flowers, plants, and grassy green space  15.7 16.0 12.0 19.0

Lack of play equipment, equipment that is old, broken 

or unsafe, limited variety of equipment to cater for all 

ages  13.8 12.0 18.5 11.0

Unsafe, especially at night, frightened to use them 12.8 13.5 12.0 13.0

Boring, bare and barren open space with nothing in it, 

no purpose, or is only used for sport  12.0 13.5 11.0 11.5

Dog issues – scary uncontrolled dogs, dog poo  10.5 10.5 7.0 14.0

Too many plants and dense bushes that block views and 

create hiding spots  9.7 10.0 6.0 13.0

No toilets or toilets that are dirty or unsafe 8.5 7.0 12.0 6.5

Poor location where it is too far from home, 

inaccessible, or in bad neighbourhood  8.0 7.5 7.5 9.0

Too small 6.0 8.5 4.0 5.5

No escape from the city, surrounded by housing and 

noisy traffic, no peace and quiet 5.3 5.0 4.0 7.0

Hard surfacing or cluttered with sculptures and 

buildings 5.0 2.0 5.5 7.5

No shade or shelter, exposed to cold and windy weather 4.3 3.0 2.0 8.0

Lack of rubbish bins or bins not accessible 4.3 4.0 5.0 4.0

Lack of car parking 4.2 3.5 5.5 3.5

Lack of lighting 3.0 4.0 1.5 3.5

Lack of fences or safety barriers near roads and 2.8 2.0 1.0 5.5
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waterways, unmarked hazards 

No seating 2.7 3.5 4.0 0.5

Too many people, crowded, too busy and overused 1.5 2.0 0.5 2.0

No paths or walking tracks or paths that are in poor 

condition 1.5 1.0 1.0 2.5

Poor drainage and mud holes, low lying and subject to 

flooding 1.2 1.5 0.0 2.0

No drinking fountains 1.2 0.5 1.5 1.5

Cars driving through, motorbikes, wheelie marks 1.0 0.5 0.5 2.0

Unsupervised, no security, lack of controls 1.0 1.5 0.0 1.5

Other (characteristics identified by less than 1% of 

respondents) 12.6 14.0 4.0 12.0

  

Table 11 shows that ‘poor maintenance’ was identified by the greatest number of people as 

something that makes a bad park. Many people said that lack of maintenance was not 

currently an issue, but if parks were not maintained then they would be bad. Other 

characteristics of a bad park were identified by a relatively small proportion of respondents. 

 

There was a marked contrast between people from Linwood and Fendalton in their initial 

response to the question about what makes a bad park. Many Linwood respondents 

immediately listed issues such as graffiti, vandalism, gangsters, and broken glass, issues they 

felt were common in their area. In contrast, a number of Fendalton respondents hesitated and 

made remarks such as “I don’t know any bad parks, is there such a thing?” It was not 

uncommon, however, for them to add something like “But I wouldn’t use any of the parks on 

the other side of town” in reference to parks in low socio-economic areas such as Linwood. 

Upon further thought, most respondents were able to come up with something that would 

make a bad park if it was present but pointed out that it was not currently an issue. The 

Spreydon area had a mixed response with some respondents easily identifying issues in parks 

while others found it less obvious. However, all three study areas put the main emphasis on 

maintenance.  

 

There was a significant difference between the study areas in the frequency with which four 

characteristics were mentioned. Table 11 shows that the Linwood study area had the highest 

proportion of people who mentioned ‘bad people’ and were least likely to mention ‘hard 
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surfacing’. Respondents recalled many incidents of intimidation and the presence of “scary 

people”, indicative of social problems in the area. Spreydon had the highest proportion of 

people who mentioned ‘lack of play equipment’ and were least likely to mention ‘lack of 

shade or shelter’ and ‘lack of safety fencing’. Fendalton had the highest proportion of people 

who mentioned ‘hard surfacing’, ‘lack of shade or shelter’, and ‘lack of safety fencing’. 

‘Lack of safety fencing’ was mentioned in response to the many waterways in parks in the 

area, some of which are close to children’s play areas. ‘Hard surfacing’ is associated with 

spoiling the aesthetics of a park so important to Fendalton respondents. Fendalton 

respondents were the least likely to mention ‘bad people’, less likely to be an issue in their 

area than in the other study areas, and ‘lack of play equipment’, consistent with children’s 

play being a lower priority benefit in Fendalton (refer to Table 5). 

 

4.2.4. Users of Parks and the Parks Used 

As well as residents’ perceptions of parks, their use of parks was investigated to gain a 

greater understanding of the role and significance of parks in Christchurch for the 

Christchurch community. Two of the research questions were to identify the users of 

Christchurch parks and which parks are used. The intention was to examine the extent of park 

use to gain some insight into their significance. 

 

Respondents were provided with the following list of different types of parks available in 

Christchurch (refer to section 2.6.2) and asked which ones they use.  

• Garden parks, such as the Botanic Gardens, Mona Vale, or Edmonds Factory Gardens 

• Hagley Park (outside of the Botanic Gardens2) 

• Rivers and riverbank walkways, such as the Avon, Heathcote or Styx River 

• Any of the Port Hills reserves, such as Victoria Park 

• Other large nature-based parks, such as Travis Wetland, Bottle Lake, Styx Mill, The 

Groynes, Halswell Quarry, Spencer Park 

• Small local neighbourhood parks 

• Large sports parks 

• Christchurch beaches, such as Sumner, New Brighton. 

                                                 
2 Hagley Park forms a U shape around the Botanic Gardens but they are treated as two separate parks in this 

study. 
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No definition of use or time unit was specified and therefore use of parks was the opinion of 

the respondent. As expected, the majority of people used parks (refer to section 2.5). Only 14 

people (2.3 per cent of the sample) said they did not use any of the parks. Figure 5 shows the 

percentage of respondents who said they used the different types of parks and illustrates 

differences between the three study areas. 

 

 

Figure 5. Use of different types of Christchurch parks 

 

Figure 5 illustrates that people used a variety of parks across the range and that the different 

types of parks were all well used. There may have been some confusion amongst respondents 

between the two categories of “small local neighbourhood park” and “large sports park” as 

many people did not distinguish between the two types of parks but thought of them all 

simply as their local park. Hagley Park and garden parks attracted the largest proportion of 

users, probably influenced by the high profile of Hagley Park and the Botanic Gardens, the 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

H
ag

le
y 

P
ar

k

G
ar

de
n 

P
ar

ks

B
ea

ch
es

Lo
ca

l
N

ei
gh

bo
ur

ho
od

P
ar

ks

N
at

ur
e-

ba
se

d
R

eg
io

na
l P

ar
ks

P
or

t H
ill

s

R
iv

er
s 

an
d

R
iv

er
ba

nk
s

S
po

rts
 P

ar
ks

86.7 82.7 77.7 75.0 64.5 58.8 56.0 50.7

Park type used & % of all respondents (n = 600)

%
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

 fo
r e

ac
h 

st
ud

y 
ar

ea
 

Linwood (n = 200)
Spreydon (n = 200)
Fendalton (n = 200)



 

 69

most well known of the garden parks, which are connected and together present a large, very 

visible landmark in the central city. 

 

Figure 5 also makes it clear that, with the exception of beaches, the Port Hills, and sports 

parks, Fendalton respondents used all the types of parks more than respondents from the 

other two study areas. In four of the eight parks, Linwood respondents were the least likely 

users. In the other four parks, Spreydon respondents were the least likely users. An ANOVA 

one way test showed that differences between the three study areas (p ≤ 0.05) were 

statistically significant for all of the park types except beaches and nature-based regional 

parks.  

 

There were also statistically significant differences between age groups in the parks they 

used. The percentage of each age group who used the different parks are shown in Table 12. 

An ANOVA one way test was performed and figures are shaded for parks where there were 

statistically significant differences between the age groups (p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 12. Use of different types of Christchurch parks by different age groups 

Age group (in years) 

Park type 16-24 

n=79 

25-44 

n=232 

45-64 

n=158 

65+ 

n=131 

Hagley Park 83.5 89.2 84.2 87.0

Garden Parks 67.1 83.6 81.6 91.6

Beaches 91.1 84.1 72.8 64.1

Local Neighbourhood Parks 67.1 79.3 75.3 71.8

Nature-based Regional Parks 57.0 75.0 59.5 56.5

Port Hills 54.4 70.3 52.5 48.9

Rivers and Riverbanks 44.3 55.2 57.6 62.6

Sports Parks 54.4 59.1 44.3 41.2
 

Table 12 shows that there were statistically significant differences between age groups in 

their use of five of the eight park types. Young people aged 16-24 years were more likely 

than other age categories to use the beach and least likely to use garden parks. People aged 

25-44 years were more likely to use nature-based regional parks, the Port Hills, and sports 

parks. More people aged 65 years and over than those from other age groups reported using 
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garden parks but they were less likely to use beaches, nature-based regional parks, the Port 

Hills, and sports parks.  

 

There were also statistically significant differences between sexes in two cases. More females 

said they used garden parks (91.1 per cent) and local neighbourhood parks (82.4 per cent) 

compared to males (71.1 per cent and 64.8 per cent respectively). There were no significant 

differences between the sexes in use of other types of parks. 

 

4.2.5. Frequency of Park Use 

Respondents were asked how often they use parks to gain further insight into the significance 

of parks. It was anticipated that usage rates could vary with the season. Therefore, usage rates 

were obtained for both summer and winter seasons. Figure 6 shows the frequency with which 

people use parks during the warmer months of November to April. Percentages are given for 

all respondents and differences are shown between the three study areas. 

 

 

Figure 6. Frequency of park use November to April 

 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80

Frequent users (once
a week or more)

Occasional users
(less than once a
week but at least

once every 6 months)

Non-users (less than
once per year or

never)

60.2 27.6 12.5

Frequency of use and % of all respondents (n = 600)

%
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

 in
 e

ac
h 

st
ud

y 
ar

ea Linwood (n=200)
Spreydon (n=200)
Fendalton (n=200)



 

 71

Figure 6 shows that the majority of respondent used parks frequently. More than 60 per cent 

of respondents reported using parks at least once a week during warmer months. An ANOVA 

one way test (p ≤ 0.05) showed that there were statistically significant differences between 

the study areas for each of the frequency categories. Consistent with Figure 5, people from 

the Fendalton study area were more frequent park users than people from the other two study 

areas and were least likely to be non-users (use parks less than once per year).  

 

There were also statistically significant differences related to dog ownership. People who 

own dogs reported using parks more frequently than non-dog owners.  

 

Figure 7 shows the frequency with which people used parks during the colder months of May 

to October. Percentages are given for all respondents, and differences are shown between the 

three study areas.  

 

 

Figure 7. Frequency of park use May to October 

 

Figure 7 illustrates that, for many people, the frequency of park use reduced during colder 

months and the number of non-users was higher compared to the warmer months, consistent 
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with previous research (National Research Bureau Ltd, 2000). For frequent users and non-

users, differences between the three study areas were statistically significant, but for 

occasional users they were not (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). People from the Fendalton 

study area were more frequent park users than people from the other two study areas and 

were least likely to be non-users.  

 

There were also statistically significant differences in dog ownership. People who own dogs 

were more frequent park users than non-dog owners. 

 

4.2.6. Travel to Christchurch Parks 

Respondents who used parks more than once a year (regular park users) were asked how they 

normally travel to parks. Respondents were able to choose more than one mode of transport. 

The results are presented in Figure 8.  

 

 

Figure 8. Normal mode of travel to Christchurch parks 

 

Figure 8 shows that for all three study areas, the car was the most commonly used mode of 

transport suggesting that people were prepared to travel some distance to visit the park of 
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their choice. This is in contrast to research elsewhere, which has found that people mostly 

travel to urban parks on foot (Burgess et al. 1988). Differences between the three study areas 

were statistically significant for walking and using the bus. For walking, Linwood had the 

smallest proportion of people (51.7 per cent) and Spreydon had the highest (77.4 per cent). 

For the bus, Linwood had the highest proportion of people (10.9 per cent) and Fendalton had 

the lowest (1.6 per cent), reflecting lower levels of access to a car amongst the more 

deprived. 

 

There were also differences between age categories in the way they travelled to parks as 

shown in Table 13. Travel modes are shaded where differences were statistically significant. 

 

Table 13. Normal mode of travel to parks for different age groups 

Age group (in years) 

Mode of travel 16-24 

n=67 

25-44 

n=214 

45-64 

n=135 

65+ 

n=101 

Car 70.1 87.9 71.1 75.2

Walk/Run 61.2 70.6 71.9 59.4

Bike 14.9 21.0 14.1 3.0

Bus 13.4 2.3 5.2 6.9

Other 1.5 0.9 0 0

 

Table 13 shows that for all age groups, travel by car was the most used mode of travel, except 

for 45-64 year olds for whom walking received slightly more responses. A higher proportion 

of 16-24 year olds than any other age group reported taking a bus to parks and a higher 

proportion of 25-44 year olds than any other age group reported travelling by bike or car to 

parks.  

 

In comparison to walking and driving, other modes of transport were not very common. In 

cases where a bike was used, biking was often part of the park activity, particularly for 

families who biked to a park for a family outing, or for mountain bikers on their way to a 

track. Safe cycle routes are an important aspect of park access. People from the high 

deprivation area of Linwood, young people, and the elderly, all groups that are less likely to 

have access to a car, reported the highest levels of bus use. For reasons of equity, 
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consideration should be given to bus routes when planning major new facilities or events in 

parks. 

 

4.2.7. Activities Undertaken in Christchurch Parks 

Further information about the role and significance of parks was gained by asking regular 

park users, in an open-ended question, what activities they do in parks. Responses were 

coded and categorised. The identified activities and participation rates are presented in Table 

14. An ANOVA one way test was performed and activities with statistically significant 

differences in participation rates between the three study areas are shaded (p ≤ 0.05).  

 

Table 14. Activities undertaken in Christchurch parks 

Study Area 

Activity Total 

n=518

Linwood 

n=174 

Spreydon

n=160 

Fendalton

n=184 

Informal physical recreation - Total 90.9 84.5 90.0 97.8

Walking, strolling, or tramping 60.2 51.2 64.4 65.2

Children's play 35.1 32.8 38.8 34.2

Exercising the dog 14.7 12.6 10.6 20.1

Cycling, mountain biking, or BMX  12.9 9.8 10.0 18.5

Jogging or exercising 12.7 10.3 9.4 17.9

Swimming at a paddling pool or the beach 6.2 7.5 5.0 6.0

Other informal physical recreation  16.4 16.1 16.3 16.9

Informal passive recreation - Total 36.3 48.9 35.6 25.0

Rest and relaxation, enjoying peace and quiet, 

contemplation, solitude, sitting and observing others  
18.3 27.6 22.5 6.0

Enjoying the gardens, trees, scenery, change of seasons 

and getting ideas for plants 
7.7 9.8 5.6 7.6

Feeding the ducks, eels, and birds 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.0

Reading a book 3.7 3.5 6.3 1.6

Looking around and exploring 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.3

Visiting the beach, looking at the waves or fossicking 

in the rock pools 
2.1 2.3 0.0 3.8

Enjoying some fresh air and having fun outdoors 2.1 3.5 3.1 0.0
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Photography 1.4 2.3 0.0 1.6

Fishing, whitebaiting, surf casting 1.2 2.9 0.0 0.5

Other informal passive recreation  4.6 8.1 3.1 2.7

Social activities – Total 26.8 27.6 35.0 19.0

Having a picnic or BBQ, going to the café 20.9 23.0 25.6 14.7

Family visit or outing 5.2 2.3 10.0 3.8

Meeting and talking with friends or new people, taking 

neighbours or visitors to see 
5.0 4.6 6.9 3.8

Other social activities 1.2 1.7 1.3 0.5

Sport, formal or casual – Total 24.7 23.6 16.3 33.2

Participating in sport or training 18.2 19.5 12.5 21.7

Kids sport 5.0 4.0 1.9 8.7

Watching sport 2.9 1.7 2.5 4.4

Using parks as a route – Total 6.6 7.5 4.4 7.6

Walking or biking through as a shortcut 6.4 6.9 4.4 7.6

Accessing the beach 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

Events – Total 2.9 4.0 1.9 2.7

Attending events 2.9 4.0 1.9 2.7

Education – Total 2.5 2.9 2.5 2.2

Studying nature, botanising, looking at bird life  2.1 1.7 2.5 2.2

School trips  0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

Learning about history 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

Work – Total 0.4 0.0 1.3 0.0

Locking gate daily, part of job 0.4 0.0 1.3 0.0

Environmental – Total 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

Planting 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

Other – Total 2.7 3.5 3.8 1.1

Place to eat lunch or fish and chips 2.1 2.9 3.8 0.0

Everything 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.5

Using the toilets 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.5

 

Table 14 shows that the majority of activities mentioned by respondents were informal, 

casual activities rather than organised activities. Informal physical recreation was the most 

commonly reported category of activity followed by informal passive recreation, then social 
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activities, sport, using parks as a route, events, educational activities, work, environmental 

activities and other. 

 

Of all the activities, ‘walking’ was by far the most popular with a participation rate of 60.2 

per cent. ‘Children’s play’ was the second most participated in activity but with a much lower 

participation rate of 35.1 per cent. The third most popular activity was ‘picnics and 

barbecues’, with a participation rate of 20.9 per cent. 

 

Results for each study area followed a similar pattern to the results for all the respondents. 

‘Walking’ was the most popular activity for people across all the study areas, followed by 

‘children’s play’. However, there were some statistically significant differences in 

participation rates between the study areas for four categories and 13 of the specific activities.  

 

People from the Linwood study area had a higher participation rate than the other two study 

areas in the category of passive recreation, particularly ‘rest and relaxation’. They had the 

lowest participation rate in the category of informal physical recreation. People from the 

Spreydon study area had the highest participation rate in the category of social activities, 

particularly ‘family outings’, and ‘picnics and barbecues’. They had the lowest participation 

rate in the category of sport. People from the Fendalton study area reported the highest 

participation rates in the categories of informal physical recreation and sport, particularly for 

the activities of ‘walking’, ‘exercising the dog’, ‘jogging’, ‘cycling’, and ‘children’s sport’. 

Fendalton people had the lowest reported participation rate in the categories of passive 

recreation and social activities. Few Fendalton respondents reported participating in ‘rest and 

relaxation’.  

 

There were statistically significant differences in participation rates between age groups for 

12 of the activities, listed in Table 15.  
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Table 15. Activities in Christchurch parks with statistically significant differences in 

participation rates between age groups 

Age group (in years) 

Activity 16-24 

n=67 

25-44 

n=214 

45-64 

n=136

65+ 

n=101

Informal physical recreation     

Walking, strolling, or tramping 38.8 54.2 65.4 80.2

Children's play 29.9 54.7 22.1 14.9

Cycling, mountain biking, or BMX  16.4 21.0 8.1 0.0

Jogging or exercising 19.4 15.9 11.8 3.0

Swimming at a paddling pool or the beach 10.4 8.4 4.4 1.0

Informal passive recreation     

Feeding the ducks, eels, and birds 1.5 10.3 3.7 4.0

Enjoying the gardens, trees, scenery, change of seasons and 

getting ideas for plants 

4.5 3.3 8.1 18.8

Social     

Having a picnic or BBQ, going to the café 17.9 33.6 11.8 7.9

Family visit or outing 1.5 10.7 2.2 0.0

Sport, may be formal or casual     

Participating in sport or training 34.3 19.6 12.5 11.9

Using parks as a route    

Walking or biking through as a shortcut 11.9 3.3 9.6 5.0

Other     

Place to eat lunch or fish and chips 6.0 3.3 0.0 0.0

 

Table 15 shows that more people in the 16-24 year age group than in other age groups 

participated in ‘jogging’, ‘swimming’, ‘sport’, ‘using parks as a route’ and a ‘place to eat 

lunch’. More people aged 25-44 years than other age groups said they participated in 

‘children’s play’, ‘cycling’, ‘feeding ducks’, ‘picnics and barbecues’, and ‘family outings’. 

All of these activities tend to be family-oriented activities involving children, probably 

reflecting this age group’s parental stage in the life cycle. People aged 65 years and over were 

the most likely age group to participate in ‘walking’ and ‘enjoying gardens’, and were the 

least likely to be involved in other physical activities or children’s and family activities. 
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Table 16 lists the activities that people did in parks where there were statistically significant 

differences in participation rates between sexes. 

 

Table 16. Activities in Christchurch parks with statistically significant differences in 

participation rates between sexes 

Sex 

Activity Male 

n=207 

Female

n=311 

Informal physical recreation  

Walking, strolling, or tramping 46.4 69.5

Children's play 24.6 42.1

Jogging or exercising 18.8 8.7

Sport – may be formal or casual  

Participating in sport or training 26.1 12.9

 

 

Table 16 shows that more males than females reported participation in jogging and sport. 

More females than males reported participation in walking and children’s play.  

 

The results of respondents’ perceptions and use of parks are now discussed to determine the 

role and significance of Christchurch parks. 

 

4.3. Perceptions and Use of Christchurch Parks - Discussion 

4.3.1. Introduction 

When combined together, the results of perceived benefits of parks, characteristics of good 

and bad parks, park use and activity participation rates provide an understanding of the role 

and significance of Christchurch parks to the Christchurch community. In this section, three 

key values that the community holds for Christchurch parks are first identified and discussed. 

Then use of parks is discussed, followed by a discussion of the differences between different 

segments of the community. The role and significance of parks is summarised in the final 

section. 
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4.3.2. Christchurch Park Values 

From the way that people perceived and used parks, it can be seen that respondents ascribed 

three key values to Christchurch parks – (i) activity value, (ii) aesthetic and visual amenity 

value, and (iii) environmental value. From each of these three park values arise various 

opportunities that result in personal, social/cultural, environmental, and/or economic benefits 

(Sydney Urban Parks Education and Research Group, 2001). The three key values of parks 

are further discussed below.  

 

(i) Activity Value 

Of the three identified values of parks, activity value was the most commonly recognised 

value amongst respondents. The activity value of parks provided opportunities such as 

physical and passive recreation, sport, socialising, spirituality, pedestrian and cycle transport, 

and employment. Benefits that respondents recognised from these opportunities included 

physical and mental health, physical fitness, relaxation, entertainment, family togetherness, 

solitude, and reduced need to travel to more distant venues to participate in activities.  

 

Recreation was the most commonly referenced opportunity provided in parks, probably 

because it was respondents’ most obvious and intended use of parks. Children’s play, in 

particular, was frequently mentioned. Respondents considered it essential for children to have 

space to run around, and parks were thought to be especially important for children with 

small or no back yards. One respondent claimed; “It’s good for children to go and play 

without restrictions of buildings and windows”. Another said a benefit of parks was “places 

for kids to run free”. Experiencing the outdoors, using one’s imagination, and participating in 

physical activity were identified as key benefits of children’s play in parks, as captured in the 

following response: “I love taking the kids to the park – a big outdoor recreation area where 

they can enjoy being in the elements a bit, having to create their own fun instead of turning 

the computer on”. One respondent claimed: “It’s lovely for children to still be able to 

experience them [parks] especially with all the buildings going up everywhere”. Another 

even suggested that “Golf courses should be parks so children can play”. Getting children out 

to play was also considered beneficial for parents because, as one respondent explained, “It 

stops parents going crazy at home”. Children’s play was widely believed to be the main 

purpose of parks and, in some cases, the only purpose with people claiming that they were 
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“too old for parks” or that they “used to use parks when the children were young but not now 

that they’ve all grown up”.  

 

Given the viewpoint that parks are mainly for children and the level of importance placed on 

children’s playgrounds as a characteristic of a good park, it could be expected that children’s 

play would be the main activity undertaken in parks. However, this was not the case. 

Participation in children’s play was relatively low (35.1 per cent of regular park users) and 

was influenced by respondents’ sex and age. Females aged 25-44 years had the highest 

reported participation rate reflecting their parental stage in the life cycle and role as primary 

caregivers to children. However, children themselves were not included in the survey and 

their inclusion would increase the participation rate. 

 

Although it was still widely recognised as a benefit of parks, Fendalton respondents 

emphasised children’s play less than respondents from the other two study areas. This may be 

because Fendalton people are less reliant on parks for children’s play, having better access to 

other recreation opportunities including large park-like private gardens, many of which had 

their own tennis courts and swimming pools. Other recreation opportunities were more 

important to Fendalton respondents than children’s play, especially walking. 

 

The widespread belief that parks are mainly for children is, perhaps, perpetuated by the high 

level of provision and awareness of children’s playgrounds. With approximately 300 

playgrounds in the City’s parks, they are a very common and visible feature. The high level 

of supply has generated an expectation of a playground in almost every park, but responding 

to the apparent demand for more playgrounds may not be the best use of resources given their 

limited use. Children under the age of 15 years make up approximately only one fifth of 

Christchurch’s population, and this proportion is steadily decreasing.  

 

The disproportionate level of importance placed on the use of parks for children’s play 

highlights a gap in the community’s awareness and understanding of park use and benefits. 

Some survey participants remarked that they had never before considered the many facets of 

parks raised in the survey. Benefits-based marketing would help to increase public awareness 

of other functions of parks and assist the community to prioritise playgrounds alongside other 

park opportunities. The recreation role of parks extends far beyond children’s playgrounds 
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and to cater for the wider community, playground provision must be balanced with other 

community needs. 

 

From the survey results, walking stands out as the most popular activity in parks (60.1 per 

cent participation rate). Walking has characteristics common to popular activities, described 

by the Hillary Commission (1991) and outlined in section 2.6.3. The appeal of walking can 

be further attributed to it being an informal, convenient activity available at any time in a 

variety of settings. It is suitable for all levels of skills, abilities, ages and genders, can be done 

alone or in groups, is inexpensive, and allows a progression of ability. Walking can provide a 

range of health, social, and educational benefits. Walking was particularly popular in 

Fendalton, where, as one respondent claimed, “It’s become very fashionable for people 

around here, especially the women, to go for a walk in the park. I call them the Matrons of 

Merivale”. Walking was also most popular amongst females and older adults and so, as the 

population continues to age, it can be expected to increase in popularity. Consequently, it is 

one of the most significant activities to be catered for in parks. In so doing, opportunities are 

also created for other activities such as jogging, exercising dogs, and cycling. In addition to 

personal and social benefits, walkways and cycleways also contribute to a sustainable 

transport system with environmental benefits and should therefore be encouraged as an 

integral part of the city’s infrastructure connecting areas of residence, employment, leisure 

and cultural activities. 

 

In addition to informal recreation activity, sport was an important benefit mentioned by 

respondents. However, less than a quarter of the regular park users reported participating in 

or watching sport. As with playgrounds, sports fields were a well-known and expected 

element of parks, explaining the high level of recognition of sports, but they require large 

amounts of land, are costly to maintain, and their use for sport is concentrated on Saturdays 

and limited to a particular segment of the community. However, sports parks were reportedly 

used more for informal recreation activities than for sport so it is important that sports parks 

remain easily accessible to the wider community close to home and distribution across the 

city is retained. The multi-purpose function of sports parks needs to be factored into their 

design and management to provide recreation opportunities additional to sport and to enhance 

their aesthetic and environmental value.  
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Parks also provide passive recreation opportunities, such as relaxation and socialising. This 

was particularly important to Linwood and Spreydon respondents whereas very few 

Fendalton respondents reported participating in rest and relaxation. Some reported that they 

would prefer to relax in their gardens at home. Parks were considered beneficial as “peaceful 

places to go”, “different from the city” and “away from the hustle and bustle”. Simply being 

outdoors was regarded as a benefit. Parks were also places to “connect with nature” and were 

considered essential to replace the “disappearing back yard”. This role of parks may become 

even more important as Christchurch continues to grow, housing density increases, sections 

continue to reduce in size and the quarter acre section of a bygone era becomes less common 

(CCC, 2002). When implementing City Plan zone and rule changes to allow new 

development or higher density development to occur, planners need to ensure adequate 

provision is made for parks to which people can “escape”.  

 

The activity value of parks ascribed by the Christchurch community establishes one of their 

roles as a venue for physical exercise, play, rest, socialising, sport and commuting. They are 

places that people visit for recreation, for escape, or for just passing through on their way to 

somewhere else.  

 

(ii) Aesthetic and visual amenity value 

The second key value of parks, the aesthetic and visual amenity value, was recognised for the 

provision of opportunities for public planting, greenery, landscape protection and 

enhancement. The resulting benefits identified by respondents included visual relief from the 

built environment, making the city look more attractive, and psychological benefits. Simply 

seeing open space, trees and plants was considered beneficial with one respondent claiming 

“a feeling of wellness around trees and open spaces” and others saying, “It’s just nice – 

doesn’t make it feel so much like a city” and “[a park] helps to make Christchurch a good 

place to live”. Although size is often claimed to be an important criteria for parks (Marriott, 

1990) even the smallest landscape reserves or street planting offer some aesthetic value by 

providing a splash of greenery or space to grow a tree, and should not be overlooked or 

disregarded as unimportant. Park aesthetics also enhance the activity value of parks by 

creating pleasant environments in which to participate in activities. 

 

Aesthetic and visual amenity values were considered important for Christchurch’s image and 

tourism. “Christchurch is known as the Garden City – our parks give us a better name”. 
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Although not explicitly stated by respondents, this is likely to be associated with a sense of 

place, community pride, and economic benefits. 

 

The role of parks in enhancing the aesthetic and visual amenity of the city is very significant 

yet in many cases, the aesthetic and amenity value of parks was taken for granted. Enjoying 

the view of a park is often unplanned and subsidiary to another activity and is probably 

under-reported. Yet it is possibly something that most people do every day, sometimes 

without consciously realising it, for example, looking up to the city backdrop of the Port Hills 

or admiring street landscaping as they drive to work. Parks and street landscaping provide 

large areas of green open space spread throughout the city that are complemented by private 

gardens. Respondents portrayed the importance of the aesthetic value of parks with 

expressions such as “imagine the city without them”. For many respondents it is the parks 

and public landscaping that makes the city a good place to live and “stops everything looking 

like a concrete jungle”. 

 

It could be argued that the aesthetic and visual amenity value of parks is more important in 

built up areas that are lacking in open space than in areas that are well endowed with private 

gardens and landscaping. Yet the visual amenity value of parks was referred to least in the 

high-density area of Linwood and was most commonly recognised in Fendalton, an area with 

a comparatively green and spacious landscape where parks were as much about landscape as 

about activity. Linwood residents were less likely to recognise and appreciate the aesthetic 

and visual amenity aspect of parks probably because they have less trees and open space in 

their area or because aesthetics is a luxury they can ill afford and is not a priority for them 

amongst other concerns. In contrast, Fendalton respondents valued highly the green, though 

largely privately-owned, space that they have in their neighbourhood and were anxious not to 

lose it. Living in an attractive neighbourhood amongst pleasant surroundings was very 

desirable for people in the area and related to property values and social status. Fendalton 

respondents were very concerned about infill housing and the associated loss of private 

gardens, trees, and open space and wanted additional public parks to replace them.  

 

Trees, specifically mentioned by almost half the respondents, were a highly prized park 

characteristic, particularly for their aesthetic value as well as for environmental reasons, and 

for shade and shelter. Many people were passionate about trees and did not like to see them 

being removed. One respondent said, “It saddens me to see trees disappearing”. Another 



 

 84

respondent explained that he had bought his neighbour’s section when it was subdivided and 

added it to his own garden simply to prevent a tree from being cut down. It is important for 

managers to communicate clearly regarding any tree removal to ensure community 

understanding of the need for such action, and replacement of trees that are cut down is 

critical. 

 

Tension is noted between preferences for native versus exotic plants. Some respondents had 

an aversion to native plants and had strong preferences for exotic plants and “English” style 

landscapes. Many claimed that native plants lack colour and interest, are bushy in nature and 

block views. Others preferred more native and natural settings. To resolve this apparent 

conflict, community agreement on the objectives of planting must be sought in the early 

stages of designing a park. Only once the objectives have been agreed can discussion be held 

on how best to achieve them and which plants to use. Rather than focussing on whether a 

plant is native or exotic, a more useful approach would be to focus attention on the form and 

function of plants. People’s dislike of native plants may be caused by misconceptions or lack 

of understanding about the wide range of native vegetation options available and how native 

plants can be accommodated within an urban park setting (Kilvington and Wilkinson, 1999).  

 

Maintenance was a critical aspect of the aesthetic value of parks. It is also related to safety as 

neglect can attract additional problems of anti-social behaviour. People wanted existing parks 

to be better looked after before more were provided. In areas such as Linwood, where there 

were elevated levels of graffiti and vandalism, extra effort is required to maintain parks to the 

same standard as other areas. 

 

(iii) Environmental Value 

The third value of parks, the environmental value, was one that most respondents did not 

immediately identify. As it is often not directly related to one’s use of parks, it can easily be 

overlooked. Some respondents simply assumed parks to be intrinsically “good for the 

environment” without explaining why. Some identified the environmental value of parks as 

providing opportunities for protection and restoration of, and education about, environmental 

and cultural heritage. Benefits, such as increased wildlife, improved ecology, better air 

quality, and increased awareness and understanding of conservation and cultural heritage, 

were identified. Parks provide significant areas of wildlife habitat and eco-services (such as 

soil conservation and flood protection) in the city and without parks, many of these elements 
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would be reduced. Parks were also considered beneficial as a green belt and for protecting 

areas from development. 

 

Environmental education would help to raise awareness and understanding of environmental 

issues. Environmental values of parks should be included in any benefits-based marketing of 

parks. 

 

Park usage is also a signal of the role and significance of parks, the results for which are 

discussed in the next section. 

 

4.3.3. Use of Parks 

The high proportion of residents who use Christchurch parks, and the frequency with which 

they use them, suggests that parks play a very significant role in most people’s lives. Park 

users spanned all demographic characteristics.  

 

Parks were visited most frequently during warmer months. Most people still use parks during 

winter months but use them less often than in summer. No doubt the weather conditions and 

shorter hours of daylight play a large part in reducing use over winter, a time when indoor 

activities may be more appealing. Another factor that may contribute to less frequent use in 

winter is that there is often more to see and do in parks during warmer months, such as floral 

displays, events, and activities. There is a lack of winter attractions in comparison. More 

lighting, shelter, paths, and displays could help offset some of the effects of winter and make 

parks a more attractive recreation option. 

 

The different types of parks were all well used but Hagley Park was the most popular of all 

the park types. This is probably because it is the best known of all Christchurch parks being 

iconic, large, and centrally located, and because it regularly hosts large events. Hagley Park’s 

appeal to the Christchurch community may also be attributable to it having many of the most 

commonly favoured park characteristics, for example, trees, flowers, plenty of green open 

space, a variety of activities, toilets, and it is well maintained and tidy. It caters well for the 

popular activity of walking and has a setting conducive to achieving the identified desired 

outcomes.  
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Proximity was an important consideration in people’s use of parks and a high proportion of 

people reported travelling to parks on foot. Convenient location close to home was 

particularly important for regular activities such as walking the dog, daily exercise, and 

children’s play. However, travel by car was the most common mode of transport, suggesting 

that people were prepared to travel further afield in order to visit the park of their choice, 

particularly for family outings on the weekend or to participate in specialised activities. A full 

range of park opportunities, therefore, is not necessary in every neighbourhood. The extent of 

activities undertaken in parks and the nature of park use makes it clear that parks are a very 

significant aspect of city life. 

 

4.3.4. Segmented Community Perceptions and Use of Parks  

Differences in results between study areas, age groups, sexes and dog ownership in the way 

people perceive and use parks have been highlighted. These are now summarised and 

discussed. 

 

4.3.4.a. Differences between Study Areas 

The vast majority of Linwood respondents (89 per cent) were regular park users. However, 

Linwood respondents used parks less frequently and used a smaller range of parks compared 

to respondents from the other two study areas. They were commonly concerned about safety, 

graffiti, vandalism, and anti-social behaviour in their area. 

 

Godbey et al (1992) promoted the idea that parks can be used both as recreation and for 

recreation. Linwood respondents used parks as recreation. Parks provided “something to do” 

and “somewhere to go”. They offered an opportunity to have some “time out”, relax, de-

stress, and give children room to run around. Physical recreation as well as rest and relaxation 

were important elements of parks for Linwood respondents. 

 

At 80.5 per cent, Spreydon had the lowest proportion of respondents who were regular park 

users. Spreydon respondents used all of the different park types. Spreydon respondents used 

parks more frequently than Linwood respondents, but less frequently than Fendalton 

respondents. While there were notable differences in park preferences between Linwood and 

Fendalton study areas, preferences of Spreydon respondents were more mixed. Spreydon 

respondents reported participating in a range of different activities. Aesthetics appeared to be 
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more important than in Linwood but less so than in Fendalton. Spreydon respondents were 

the most concerned of the three areas with service facilities provided. 

 

The overwhelming majority (93 per cent) of Fendalton respondents were regular park users. 

Fendalton respondents used parks the most frequently of the three study areas and used the 

widest range of parks. Instead, Fendalton respondents were the most physically active users 

of parks and valued parks highly for exercise and fitness opportunities. They used parks for 

recreation. 

 

It is likely that the socio-economic features that define the three study areas have helped 

shape their park use and preferences. Other studies have found lower participation in 

recreation amongst people of low socio-economic status (refer to section 2.5). For the most 

deprived respondents, park use was probably less of a priority amongst other socio-economic 

related issues such as financial pressure. Whereas, for the least deprived, parks provided 

opportunities to see and be seen and enhance the look of the neighbourhood. In all the study 

areas, parks were used for activities that respondents were unable to participate in at home. 

For Linwood respondents, this was being able to enjoy a spacious outdoor environment for 

physical and passive recreation. For Fendalton respondents who had their own gardens to 

relax in, parks provided extended space for regular physical exercise. Health and fitness were 

of high priority. For Spreydon respondents, park use was mixed.  

 

4.3.4.b. Differences between other Demographic Variables 

Age, sex and dog ownership were all found to influence park preferences reflecting each 

group’s different interests and priorities. Differences in age groups reflected people’s stage in 

the life cycle. Young people wanted to have fun with their friends through both passive and 

physical recreation. Respondents aged 25-44 years (parental age) were much more family 

oriented in their perceptions and use of parks than other age groups and appreciated 

associated features of safety and toilets more. Strenuous physical activity decreased with age 

and older people enjoyed walking and more passive use of parks and had an increased 

appreciation for the aesthetic values of parks.  

 

Sex was another influencing factor on people’s preferences in parks. In this study, females 

were more likely than males to use parks, but their use was also more likely to be centred on 

children’s activities reflecting their role as prime caregivers to children. Consistent with other 
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research (SPARC, 2004), women had higher participation rates in walking and men had 

higher participation rates in more physical activities such as sport and jogging. Women 

recognised the aesthetic and entertainment benefits of parks more than men did.  

 

Dog owners were more frequent users of parks than people who did not own dogs and desired 

more opportunities for exercising dogs. The need to exercise dogs obviously provides 

motivation for dog owners to use parks. With approximately 28 640 registered dogs in 

Christchurch, dog exercising is a significant park use. Exercising dogs also exercises owners, 

thereby contributing to the City Council’s aim of increased levels of physical activity (CCC, 

2004b) and should, therefore, be encouraged by park managers. However, there is tension 

between those who want more access and freedom for dogs in parks and those who do not 

want dogs in parks at all or for dogs to be better controlled. Fear of uncontrolled dogs and 

dog faeces were issues for many people but dog owners suggested that people needed to be 

better educated and more understanding about dogs. This raises issues for management. The 

current situation of shared use of many parks appears to work well in most cases, but several 

respondents reported that they would not venture into some parks for fear of dogs. Further 

education and enforcement of dog laws may be required. Separation of dogs and other park 

users could be considered through provision of additional areas or time slots in parks to cater 

especially for dogs as well as areas and times without dogs. A spread of dog exercise areas 

across the city is needed, as convenience and location close to home are important 

considerations for dog owners. 

 

4.4. Chapter Summary 

This chapter has presented and discussed results pertaining to the role and significance of 

parks in Christchurch. Parks play many different roles associated with the activity, aesthetic 

and amenity, and the environmental values of parks. Parks contribute significantly to quality 

of life through the three values identified. The values and preferences vary between different 

segments of the community influenced by their deprivation level, age, sex, and whether or 

not they own a dog. Such differences reflect the varying priorities and interests of each group. 

 

The next chapter continues from identification of the role and significance of parks to identify 

what people want from parks and how well they are able to achieve it.  
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Chapter 5.  Park Preferences 

 

5.1. Introduction 

The BOA requires that the outcomes desired from a park be identified and prioritised first 

and then the settings and activities needed to achieve them be identified before decisions can 

be made on what management outputs and actions are needed. This chapter identifies park 

benefits desired by the Christchurch community and how well Christchurch parks currently 

provide for them. The outcomes are associated with particular activities in particular parks. 

Relevant survey results are presented first followed by a discussion. 

 

5.2. Park Experiences and Outcomes – Survey Results 

5.2.1. Favourite Park  

It was anticipated that the experiences and beneficial outcomes sought by an individual 

would vary from park to park and between activities. Therefore, respondents were asked to 

name their favourite park and favourite activity on which to answer questions about outcomes 

and experiences. As well as establishing a reference point for further questions, the results 

contribute to an understanding of park preferences. This section presents the results of 

respondents’ favourite park.  

 

A total of 62 different parks were named as favourite parks and were categorised according to 

their type. For a description of the different park types and a map of their location, refer to 

Figure 2. Figure 9 shows the percentage of regular park users who selected the different types 

of parks as their favourite park and illustrates differences between the three study areas. 
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Figure 9. Favourite park of regular park users 

 

Figure 9 shows that, consistent with Figure 5, Hagley Park was the most commonly selected 

favourite park overall and in each of the three study areas. It was chosen by about one third of 

respondents. Although Hagley Park may be classed as a sports park, it has been put in a 

category of its own as a special iconic case. Sports parks were the second favourite type of 

park. A total of 26 individual parks were named in this category. The Botanic Gardens were 

separated from other garden parks as a special iconic case and were the third favourite park 

type. Port Hills reserves ranked fourth with Victoria Park, Halswell Quarry, and the Port Hills 

being named in this category. Garden parks ranked fifth, and included Mona Vale, Edmonds 

Factory Gardens, Woodham Park, Latimer Square, and Abberley Park. Nature-based regional 

parks ranked sixth. Eight different parks were named in this category, the main ones being 

Bottle Lake Forest Park, The Groynes, and Spencer Park. Local neighbourhood parks, 

beaches, and rivers and riverbanks were selected by relatively few people as their favourite 

park.  

 

Figure 9 also illustrates differences between the study areas in their favourite parks. Hagley 

Park stands out as the most favourite park for Fendalton respondents. For Spreydon 
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respondents, Hagley Park was closely followed by sports parks and the Port Hills. In 

Linwood, the Botanic Gardens was almost as popular as Hagley Park. The popularity of 

nature-based regional parks with Linwood respondents is interesting because outdoor 

recreation is often associated with higher socio-economic levels. However, it has been 

claimed (Booth & Peebles, 1995) that participation in more accessible passive recreation is 

usually more representative of the general population. The popularity of regional parks with 

Linwood respondents can be explained by the nature of their use for activities such as 

barbecues, picnics and social outings. This attitude towards nature-based regional parks did 

not seem to carry over to the Port Hills which may be seen as less accessible and involving 

more strenuous activity.  

 

5.2.2. Activities in Favourite Park 

Regular park users were asked in a closed question whether or not they participate in various 

categories of activities in their favourite park. The results are presented in Figure 10, which 

shows the percent of all regular park users who participate in the activities and illustrates 

differences between the three study areas. 
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Figure 10. Activity participation rates for three study areas in favourite park 

 

Figure 10 shows that physical recreation had the highest number of participants followed by 

passive recreation, social activities, children’s play, attending events, using the park as a 

route, spiritual activities, organised sport, educational activities, environmental activities, and 

work. A small number of other activities were also mentioned. Compared with Table 14, total 

participation rates for physical recreation and children’s play were similar. Participation in 

sport was lower in respondents’ favourite park than in parks generally. For all other 

categories of activity, participation rates were much higher in respondents’ favourite parks 

than in Table 14. This is because respondents recalled many more activities when prompted 

with a list than when they were asked in an open-ended question. 

 

All three of the study areas reported participation in physical recreation more than any other 

activity. However, there were statistically significant differences between the three study 

areas for all the activity categories except children’s play and work. This is partly due to the 
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park in question as well as to different preferences. For example, Fendalton had the highest 

participation rates for attending events and using the park as a route because many of them 

were referring to Hagley Park, which frequently hosts large scale events and is commonly 

used as an access route to the central city. 

 

Differences between the park types were examined for the park’s influence on participation 

rates and the results are presented in Table 17. As only a small number of people chose 

beaches and rivers as their favourite park, these have been combined with the similar 

category of nature-based regional parks. Activities are shaded where there is a statistically 

significant difference between the park types (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 17. Activity participation rates in favourite park 

Activity Hagley 

Park 

n = 171 

Sports 

Parks 

n = 99 

Botanic 

Gardens 

n = 88 

Port 

Hills

n= 62

Garden 

Parks 

n = 39 

Nature-based 

Regional 

Parks incl. 

Beaches and 

Rivers 

n = 45 

Local 

Parks 

n = 12 

Physical 

Recreation 

93.0 86.8 88.6 95.2 89.7 86.7 83.3

Passive 

Recreation 

68.4 61.6 86.4 77.4 82.1 80.0 75.0

Social 62.0 49.5 56.8 72.6 64.1 75.6 41.7

Children's play 51.5 54.5 44.3 58.1 35.9 53.3 25.0

Events 67.8 24.2 42.0 12.9 35.9 26.7 16.7

Route 58.5 36.4 35.2 16.1 28.2 26.7 33.3

Spiritual 26.3 24.2 34.1 35.5 46.2 23.2 33.3

Sport 34.5 21.2 3.4 3.2 2.6 4.4 16.7

Education 13.5 10.1 23.9 6.5 17.9 26.7 0.0

Environmental 8.8 3.3 8.0 3.0 10.3 4.4 0.0

Work 6.4 5.1 5.7 3.2 2.6 6.7 0.0

Other 1.2 1.0 6.8 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0
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Table 17 shows that of all the activities, physical recreation had the highest number of 

participants regardless of the type of park followed by passive recreation. There were 

significant differences between the parks for participation in six of the twelve activity 

categories.  

 

In Hagley Park, significantly more people reported attending events, using the park as a 

route, and participating in sport than at other parks, reflecting that park’s central location and 

use as a venue for events. Sports parks had a lower participation rate in passive recreation 

than other parks. This may well be because of the stark nature of many sports parks compared 

to other parks. They were however, used more for recreation than for sport. The Botanic 

Gardens had the highest rate of participation in passive recreation. Attending events and 

using the park as a route was lowest in the Port Hills compared to other parks, due to their 

location and limited use for events. Garden parks had the lowest participation rate in sport as 

sports generally are not catered to in these parks. Nature-based regional parks had the highest 

rates of participation in social and educational activities. Local neighbourhood parks had the 

lowest participation rate in social activities and respondents said they did not participate in 

educational, environmental or work activities in local neighbourhood parks.  

 

5.2.3. Favourite Activities in Favourite Park 

Having focussed respondents’ attention on a particular park, it was necessary also to get them 

to focus on a specific activity to answer outcome related questions. Hence, respondents were 

asked to identify their favourite activity in their favourite park. Responses were coded and the 

results are listed in Table 18 with the percentage of respondents who mentioned each of the 

activities identified. Activities are shaded where there were statistically significant 

differences between the three study areas (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 
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Table 18. Favourite activity in favourite park for each study area 

Area 

Favourite Activity Total 

n = 514 

Linwood

n = 172 

Spreydon 

n = 158 

Fendalton

n = 184 

Walking 35.0 30.8 26.6 46.2

Children's play 10.9 12.2 13.3 7.6

Family outing or visit 7.8 6.4 9.5 7.6

Sitting, relaxing, watching 7.2 10.5 8.9 2.7

Walking or exercising dog 6.0 5.2 5.7 7.1

Formal or casual sport, golf, touch, cricket, 

bowls, rugby, tennis, soccer, racing cars 
6.0 4.6 7.5 6.0

Running, jogging, exercising, fitness circuit 4.5 1.7 5.7 6.0

Picnics or BBQs 4.1 3.5 6.3 2.7

Cycling or mt biking 3.5 4.7 1.9 3.8

General visit, enjoying the park 3.5 4.7 0.6 4.9

Reading 1.8 2.3 3.2 0.0

Swimming 1.2 1.7 1.9 0.0

Admiring plants and flowers 1.2 1.7 1.3 0.5

Visit display in the Botanic Gardens 1.2 1.7 0.6 1.1

Events or concerts 1.0 1.2 0.6 1.1

Feeding ducks and birds 0.6 0.6 1.3 0.0

Photography 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.0

Watching kids sport 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.5

Walking en route to somewhere else 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5

Being with friends 0.6 0.0 1.9 0.0

Other 2.3 3.5 1.9 1.6

 

Table 18 shows that walking was the most popular activity overall and for each study area. It 

was particularly popular amongst Fendalton respondents and least so amongst Spreydon 

respondents. Other statistically significant differences were that, consistent with Table 14, 

Linwood respondents indicated a stronger preference for relaxing in parks compared to the 
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other two areas, while Spreydon was the only area who reported being with friends as a 

favourite activity. 

 

There were more differences between the park types than between the study areas in favourite 

activities, suggesting a connection between activity and setting. Table 19 presents favourite 

activities for the different park types. Activities are shaded where there were statistically 

significant differences between the parks (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 19. Favourite activity in favourite park 

Favourite Activity 

Hagley 

Park 

n = 170 

Sports 

Parks

n = 99

Botanic 

Gardens

n = 88 

Port 

Hills

n = 62

Garden 

Parks 

n = 39 

Nature-based 

Regional 

Parks incl. 

Beaches and 

Rivers 

n = 44 

Local 

Parks

n = 12

Walking 42.4 15.2 53.4 29.0 48.7 18.2 8.3

Children's play 7.6 28.3 3.4 8.1 5.1 2.3 33.3

Family outing or visit 6.5 4.0 4.5 16.1 12.8 13.6 0.0

Sitting, relaxing, 

watching 

2.9 8.1 11.4 8.1 10.3 6.8 16.7

Walking or exercising 

dog 

4.7 13.1 1.1 4.8 2.6 6.8 16.7

Formal or casual sport, 

golf, touch, cricket, 

bowls, rugby, tennis, 

soccer, racing cars 

9.4 11.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0

Running, jogging, 

exercising, fitness 

circuit 

8.2 4.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 2.3 0.0

Picnics or BBQs 0.0 4.0 3.4 11.3 7.7 9.1 0.0

Cycling or mt biking 2.4 1.0 0.0 9.7 0.0 15.9 0.0

General visit, enjoying 

the park 

2.4 0.0 8.0 1.6 7.7 6.8 0.0
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Reading 1.2 2.0 3.4 1.6 2.6 0.0 0.0

Swimming 0.6 2.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0

Admiring plants and 

flowers 

0.6 0.0 4.5 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0

Visit display in the 

Botanic Gardens 

1.8 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Events or concerts 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Feeding ducks and 

birds 

0.6 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0

Photography 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Watching kids sport 0.6 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Walking en route to 

somewhere else 

0.6 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Being with friends 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other 1.2 2.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 13.6 0.0

 
Table 19 shows that the order in which activities were ranked varied for each park. Walking 

was the most commonly mentioned favourite activity for all of the parks except sports parks 

and local neighbourhood parks where children’s play was more frequently mentioned as the 

favourite activity. Hagley Park had the widest range of favourite activities and local 

neighbourhood parks had the smallest range, a reflection of the relative size of the parks, the 

opportunities available, and the diversity of people who chose the park. 

 

There were statistically significant differences between the parks for ten of the 21 activities. 

Of these activities, walking was most popular in the Botanic Gardens and least popular in 

local neighbourhood parks, where park size is a limiting factor. Children’s play was favoured 

most in local neighbourhood parks and least in nature-based regional parks. A family outing 

was most popular in the Port Hills and was not favoured in local neighbourhood parks. 

Walking the dog was most popular in conveniently located local neighbourhood parks and 

lowest in the Botanic Gardens, where dogs are not allowed. Sport was highest in local 

neighbourhood parks, probably in reference to casual, recreational sport involving children. 

Sport was not a favourite activity in the Port Hills, garden parks or nature-based regional 

parks, none of which have formal sport facilities. Activities that occur in these parks that can 

be competitive sports, such as running and mountain biking, have been listed separately. 
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Running was most popular in Hagley Park and was not favoured in the Botanic Gardens, 

garden parks, or local neighbourhood parks. Picnics and barbecues were most popular in the 

Port Hills and were not favoured in Hagley Park or local neighbourhood parks. Cycling and 

mountain biking was most popular in nature-based regional parks, several of which have 

tracks specifically for this activity, and was not favoured in either the Botanic Gardens or 

local neighbourhood parks neither of which have suitable facilities. A general visit was most 

popular in the Botanic Gardens and not favoured in sports parks or local neighbourhood 

parks.  

 

5.2.4. Desirability and Attainment of Personal Experiences and Benefits  

Once focussed on their favourite activity in their favourite park, respondents were asked to 

score a list of experiences and benefits for both desirability and level of attainment. 

Desirability was ranked on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 was ‘extremely undesirable’ and 7 was 

‘extremely desirable’. Attainment was ranked on a 7 point scale where 1 was ‘nowhere near 

enough’ and 7 was ‘far too much’. Mean scores are presented in Table 20 and experiences 

and benefits are shaded where there were statistically significant differences between the 

three study areas for either the desirability or attainability score. 
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Table 20. Desirability (D) and attainment (A) of experiences and benefits for each study area 

Area 
Experiences and Benefits 

Mean 

Score1 Linwood Spreydon Fendalton

D 5.98 5.61 6.38 5.98
Feeling safe and secure 

A 3.80 3.78 3.91 3.74

D 5.95 5.80 6.03 6.02Enjoying having access to outdoor 

opportunities close to home A 3.74 3.59 3.89 3.76

D 5.78 5.54 5.77 6.02Improved physical fitness and health 

maintenance A 3.51 3.41 3.65 3.48

D 5.77 5.81 5.67 5.81
Enjoying nature 

A 3.74 3.58 3.90 3.76

D 5.73 5.41 5.83 5.93
Enjoying getting some physical exercise 

A 3.56 3.48 3.68 3.54

D 5.73 5.52 5.87 5.79
Better mental health and sense of wellness 

A 3.85 3.75 3.94 3.88

D 5.65 5.61 5.71 5.63
Reducing stress 

A 3.72 3.59 3.85 3.73

D 5.58 5.44 5.70 5.60Independence, feeling a sense of control and 

personal freedom A 3.78 3.74 3.78 3.82

D 5.57 5.54 5.68 5.49
Enjoying some rest and relaxation 

A 3.70 3.64 3.70 3.76

D 5.48 5.14 5.47 5.82Doing things with your family, family 

togetherness A 3.48 3.38 3.52 3.54

D 5.47 5.53 5.16 5.70Greater awareness of the beauty of the 

outdoors A 3.74 3.68 3.78 3.75

D 5.43 5.42 5.30 5.54Being with friends or other people who enjoy 

the same things as you A 3.56 3.49 3.63 3.57

D 5.25 5.22 5.10 5.40Enjoying peace and quiet away from other 

people A 3.75 3.63 3.91 3.72

D 5.22 5.09 5.32 5.26
An outdoor-oriented lifestyle 

A 3.73 3.62 3.88 3.70

D 5.18 5.19 4.99 5.33Enhanced awareness and understanding of 

nature A 3.73 3.71 3.73 3.76
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D 5.12 5.09 5.04 5.21Enjoying having a wide variety of recreation 

opportunities within a single park A 3.75 3.62 3.91 3.73

D 5.11 5.08 5.18 5.07Introspection, thinking about your own 

thoughts and feelings A 3.73 3.78 3.61 3.80

D 4.99 5.11 4.89 4.97Greater sensitivity to and respect for other 

people A 3.89 3.85 3.96 3.88

D 4.96 4.97 4.97 4.92
Nostalgia, brining back pleasant memories 

A 3.83 3.75 3.86 3.87

D 4.95 5.01 4.92 4.93
Discovering new things about the outdoors 

A 3.63 3.57 3.66 3.67

D 4.91 5.04 4.77 4.92Improved opportunity to view wildlife close 

up A 3.57 3.35 3.82 3.56

D 4.76 4.82 4.63 4.83Confirmation or development of your own 

personal values A 3.89 3.80 3.97 3.90

D 4.70 4.72 4.62 4.74
Developing or testing your skills or abilities 

A 3.70 3.60 3.84 3.67

D 4.46 4.52 4.37 4.49
Doing something creative 

A 3.71 3.64 3.91 3.62

D 4.39 4.38 4.36 4.44
Teaching or leading others 

A 3.84 3.68 3.96 3.87

D 4.34 4.41 4.03 4.53
Having a break from your family 

A 3.82 3.79 3.91 3.77

D 4.31 4.32 4.37 4.25
Meeting new people 

A 3.67 3.56 3.79 3.67

D 4.28 4.47 4.09 4.26
Testing and using your equipment 

A 3.87 3.74 3.98 3.89

D 4.25 4.52 4.06 4.16
Enjoying a sense of adventure and risk taking

A 3.83 3.76 3.93 3.81
1Desirability scores 1 = Extremely undesirable, 2 = Very undesirable, 3 = Undesirable, 4 = Neutral, 5 = 
Desirable, 6 = Very Desirable, 7 = Extremely Desirable 
Attainment scores 1 = Nowhere near enough, 2 = Not enough, 3 = Not quite enough, 4 = About right, 5 = A bit 
too much, 6 = A lot too much, 7 = Far too much 
 

Table 20 shows that all the listed experiences and benefits were considered desirable to 

varying degrees. The most strongly desired personal benefits were related to safety, 
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enjoyment of the outdoors, physical and mental health, time with family and friends, and 

peace and quiet. Mean scores for desirability ranged from 5.98 for ‘feeling safe and secure’ to 

4.25 for ‘enjoying a sense of adventure and risk taking’.  

 

The experiences and benefits were all achieved at close to, but not quite, the desired level 

with a score of 4 being optimal. Attainability scores ranged from 3.89 for both ‘greater 

sensitivity to and respect for other people’, and ‘confirmation or development of your own 

personal values’ to 3.48 for ‘family togetherness’. 

 

The three study areas ranked the experiences and benefits in different orders. The most 

desired outcome in Linwood was ‘enjoying nature’, whereas in Spreydon it was ‘feeling safe 

and secure’ and in Fendalton it was both ‘enjoying having access to outdoor opportunities 

close to home’ and ‘improved physical fitness and health maintenance’. 

 

There were small differences in mean scores between the three study areas. These were 

statistically significant for 11 of the desirability scores and 15 of the attainment scores. The 

greatest variation in desirability was for the benefit of ‘feeling safe and secure’. Spreydon 

scored it most desirable (6.38) and Linwood scored it least desirable (5.61). The greatest 

difference in attainment was for the benefit of ‘improved opportunity to view wildlife close 

up’. Spreydon scored it highest (3.82) and Linwood scored it lowest (3.35). Consistent with 

differences in the way the three study areas valued and used parks, Fendalton respondents 

placed greater emphasis than other respondents on the benefits of ‘improved physical fitness 

and health maintenance’, ‘enjoying getting some physical exercise’, ‘greater awareness of the 

beauty of the outdoors’. They also placed greater emphasis on both ‘doing things with your 

family’ and ‘having a break from your family’. Spreydon had the highest scores for ‘feeling 

safe and secure’, ‘enjoying having access to outdoor opportunities close to home’ and ‘better 

mental health and sense of wellness’. Linwood had the highest desirability scores for ‘testing 

and using your equipment’ and ‘enjoying a sense of adventure and risk taking’. 

 

There was a greater difference between parks than between study areas in mean scores for 

desirability and attainment of experiences and benefits. Table 21 presents mean scores for 

personal experiences and benefits for each of the different park types. Scores for experiences 

and benefits are shaded where there were statistically significant differences between the 

parks for either desirability or attainment scores. 
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Table 21. Desirability (D) and attainment (A) of experiences and benefits in favourite parks 

Personal experiences 

and benefits 
 

Hagley 

Park 

Sports 

parks

Botanic 

Gardens

Port 

Hills

Garden 

parks 

Nature-

based 

regional 

parks, beach 

and rivers 

Local 

parks

D 5.98 6.02 5.81 6.42 6.21 5.44 5.83
Feeling safe and secure 

A 3.76 3.82 3.89 3.85 3.85 3.65 3.75

D 5.97 5.97 5.83 6.12 6.00 5.72 6.17Enjoying having access 

to outdoor opportunities 

close to home A 3.79 3.80 3.65 3.89 3.72 3.53 3.42

D 6.02 5.59 5.48 6.27 5.36 5.58 5.75Improved physical fitness 

and health maintenance A 3.42 3.55 3.64 3.60 3.79 3.23 3.08

D 5.76 5.47 5.95 5.90 5.79 5.77 6.00
Enjoying nature 

A 3.77 3.73 3.68 3.87 3.79 3.56 3.58

D 5.97 5.60 5.41 6.18 5.46 5.42 5.33Enjoying getting some 

physical exercise A 3.47 3.68 3.55 3.69 3.74 3.40 3.33

D 5.83 5.54 5.58 6.10 5.59 5.63 5.75Better mental health and 

sense of wellness A 3.84 3.88 3.85 3.95 3.92 3.74 3.58

D 5.66 5.60 5.59 5.85 5.41 5.67 5.75
Reducing stress 

A 3.74 3.67 3.68 3.92 3.74 3.56 3.67

D 5.58 5.32 5.57 6.10 5.59 5.42 5.58Independence, feeling a 

sense of control and 

personal freedom A 3.81 3.90 3.77 3.73 3.82 3.56 3.50

D 5.52 5.47 5.73 5.66 5.56 5.44 5.83Enjoying some rest and 

relaxation A 3.75 3.55 3.69 3.87 3.77 3.53 3.67

D 5.58 5.41 5.49 5.69 4.97 5.42 5.42Doing things with your 

family, family 

togetherness A 3.48 3.58 3.31 3.55 3.49 3.54 3.42

D 5.46 5.10 5.82 5.58 5.41 5.63 5.33Greater awareness of the 

beauty of the outdoors A 3.81 3.68 3.75 3.79 3.79 3.58 3.25

Being with friends or D 5.51 5.21 5.49 5.40 5.31 5.51 5.75
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other people who enjoy 

the same things as you 
A 3.59 3.58 3.45 3.52 3.79 3.60 3.17

D 5.29 4.85 5.43 5.50 5.31 5.26 5.08Enjoying peace and quiet 

away from other people A 3.80 3.72 3.65 3.89 3.77 3.63 3.58

D 5.24 5.07 5.08 5.81 4.82 5.28 5.25An outdoor-oriented 

lifestyle A 3.74 3.73 3.68 3.85 3.90 3.56 3.25

D 5.15 4.94 5.50 5.23 5.03 5.23 5.25Enhanced awareness and 

understanding of nature A 3.76 3.70 3.78 3.73 3.82 3.65 3.25

D 5.35 4.92 4.95 5.34 4.51 5.09 5.58
Enjoying having a wide 

variety of recreation 

opportunities within a 

single park 
A 3.73 3.76 3.74 3.95 3.79 3.67 3.17

D 5.14 4.86 5.02 5.39 5.10 5.21 5.50Introspection, thinking 

about your own thoughts 

and feelings A 3.69 3.81 3.78 3.56 3.90 3.70 3.83

D 4.95 5.02 5.05 4.85 4.97 5.23 4.92Greater sensitivity to and 

respect for other people A 3.96 3.91 3.80 3.95 3.82 3.86 3.67

D 4.88 4.93 5.09 4.85 5.13 4.88 5.42Nostalgia, brining back 

pleasant memories A 3.80 3.89 3.74 3.87 3.90 3.84 3.83

D 4.92 4.64 5.26 5.16 4.97 4.86 4.83Discovering new things 

about the outdoors A 3.63 3.65 3.67 3.63 3.69 3.51 3.50

D 4.86 4.55 5.20 5.16 4.77 5.16 4.67Improved opportunity to 

view wildlife close up A 3.64 3.58 3.45 3.76 3.74 3.26 3.00

D 4.78 4.57 4.85 4.76 4.62 4.88 5.42Confirmation or 

development of your own 

personal values A 3.88 3.94 3.85 3.98 3.97 3.79 3.50

D 4.76 4.64 4.30 5.21 4.44 4.79 5.00Developing or testing 

your skills or abilities A 3.65 3.77 3.74 3.77 3.82 3.51 3.50

D 4.43 4.34 4.56 4.58 4.46 4.42 4.83
Doing something creative 

A 3.64 3.73 3.69 3.89 3.87 3.56 3.83

D 4.34 4.42 4.35 4.60 4.23 4.49 4.50Teaching or leading 

others A 3.89 3.83 3.78 3.94 3.90 3.58 3.83

Having a break from D 4.46 4.15 4.57 3.85 4.28 4.37 4.92
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your family A 3.88 3.80 3.65 3.92 3.90 3.65 4.17

D 4.29 4.41 4.24 4.29 4.15 4.37 4.67
Meeting new people 

A 3.68 3.69 3.59 3.81 3.64 3.56 3.75

D 4.27 4.29 4.16 4.29 4.02 4.53 5.08Testing and using your 

equipment A 3.91 3.98 3.78 4.00 3.92 3.47 3.50

D 4.05 4.20 4.14 4.74 4.10 4.63 4.67Enjoying a sense of 

adventure and risk taking A 3.84 3.86 3.78 3.89 3.82 3.77 3.92
1Desirability scores 1 = Extremely undesirable, 2 = Very undesirable, 3 = Undesirable, 4 = Neutral, 5 = 
Desirable, 6 = Very Desirable, 7 = Extremely Desirable 
Attainment scores 1 = Nowhere near enough, 2 = Not enough, 3 = Not quite enough, 4 = About right, 5 = A bit 
too much, 6 = A lot too much, 7 = Far too much 
 

Table 21 shows that, in all cases, the experiences and benefits were desirable to varying 

degrees. Scores ranged from 6.42 for ‘feeling safe and secure’ on the Port Hills to 3.85 for 

‘having a break’ on the Port Hills. The benefits were all attained at close to the desired level. 

Scores ranged from 4.17 for ‘having a break from your family’ in local neighbourhood parks 

to 3.00 for ‘improved opportunity to view wildlife close up’ in local neighbourhood parks.  

 

There were statistically significant differences between the parks in desirability of 17 and 

attainment of nine of the experiences and benefits. The greatest variation in desirability was 

for the benefit of ‘having a break from family’ where local neighbourhood parks had the 

highest score of 4.92, and the Port Hills had the lowest score of 3.85. The greatest difference 

for attainment was for ‘improved opportunity to view wildlife close up’ where garden parks 

had the highest score of 3.79 and local neighbourhood parks had the lowest score of 3.00. 

 

The order in which the experiences and benefits were ranked varied across the parks. In 

Hagley Park the most desirable outcome was ‘improved physical fitness and health 

maintenance’. For sports parks, ‘feeling safe and secure’ was the most desirable experience. 

In the Botanic Gardens, ‘enjoying nature’ was the most desirable outcome. For both the Port 

Hills and garden parks, ‘feeling safe and secure’ was most desirable. In nature-based regional 

parks, ‘enjoying nature’ was most desirable. In local neighbourhood parks, ‘enjoying having 

access to outdoor opportunities close to home’ was most desirable. The differences indicate 

connections between park settings and outcomes. People choose a park that provides the 

outcomes they want. 
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5.2.5. Importance of Benefits to the Community 

In addition to personal experiences and benefits, respondents were asked about the 

importance of other social/cultural, environmental, and economic benefits to themselves and 

others. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely unimportant and 7 is extremely important, 

respondents were asked to score a range of benefits. The mean scores for these benefits are 

shown in Table 22 and benefits with statistically significant differences between the three 

study areas are shaded (ANOVA one way test, p ≤ 0.05). 

 

Table 22. Importance of park benefits to the community 

Study Area 

Benefit 

Total 

Mean 

Score1 

n = 516

Linwood 

N=174 

Spreydon 

n=160 

Fendalton 

n=184 

Affordable recreation for everyone 6.30 6.15 6.47 6.30

Improved soil, water, and air quality 6.11 6.12 6.15 6.08

Increased awareness and protection of 

plants, animals and their environments 
6.06 6.09 5.94 6.13

Positive recreation opportunities for 

young people 
6.00 5.89 6.13 5.98

Greater community understanding of and 

responsibility for the environment 
5.92 5.87 5.92 5.98

Increased awareness and protection of 

natural landscapes 
5.92 5.98 5.89 5.89

Making the community look more 

pleasant 
5.79 5.82 5.65 5.89

Developing a sense of community that 

people can feel they are part of 
5.66 5.69 5.67 5.61

Increased awareness and protection of 

cultural and historical heritage features 
5.61 5.75 5.49 5.60

Increased desirability of Christchurch as 

a place to live 
5.53 5.52 5.35 5.69

Increased local job opportunities 5.34 5.54 5.41 5.11

Greater community involvement in 5.18 5.32 4.96 5.26
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decisions about park use and 

management 

Increased local tourism revenue 4.73 4.65 4.88 4.68
11 = Extremely unimportant, 2 = Very unimportant, 3 = Unimportant, 4 = Neutral, 5 = Important, 6 = Very 
important, 7 = Extremely important 
 

Table 22 shows that all the listed benefits were considered important to varying degrees. 

Benefits associated with recreation were of particular importance, confirming the value of 

parks for recreation. ‘Affordable recreation for everyone’ received the highest mean score 

overall and for each of the three study areas. Environmental benefits of parks were very 

important to respondents, consistent with claims of increasing support for the environment 

(refer to section 2.6.3.b). Economic benefits were the least important. ‘Increased local 

tourism revenue’ received the lowest mean score overall and was the lowest for all three 

study areas and for each of the different park types. 

 

Table 22 shows that there were statistically significant differences in mean scores between 

the three study areas for seven of the 13 benefits. However, the three study areas displayed 

similar patterns overall and the differences in scores were not great. There was greater 

variation in mean scores between the different parks than between the study areas, and these 

are illustrated in Figure 11. 
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Figure 11 shows that the importance of each benefit varied with the park. The order in which 

benefits were ranked varied across the parks. However, ‘affordable recreation for everyone’ 

was the most important benefit for all the park types except local neighbourhood parks for 

which ‘improved soil, water and air quality’ was ranked higher. There were statistically 

significant differences between the parks for all of the benefits except ‘affordable recreation 

for everyone’, ‘making the community look more pleasant’, and ‘greater community 

involvement in decisions about park use and management’. The biggest difference in scores 

was for the benefit of ‘increased local tourism revenue’ which scored highest in Hagley Park 

(5.06) and lowest in local neighbourhood parks (3.92). 

 

5.2.6. Preferred Setting in Favourite Park 

Respondents were asked about their preferred setting for achieving desired outcomes while 

participating in their favourite activity in their favourite park. Ten setting characteristics were 

considered: closeness, remoteness, naturalness, facilities, accessibility, and physical attributes 

(physical setting characteristics); contact with others (social setting characteristic); 

management controls, and dogs (managerial setting characteristics). Respondents were asked 

to indicate their preference for each setting characteristic on a continuum where the setting 

characteristic was described to one extreme at the left end of the continuum (score 1) and to 

the opposite extreme at the right end of the continuum (score 7). By choosing ‘1’, this means 

the respondent preferred the setting described on the left. By choosing ‘7’, this means the 

respondent preferred the setting described on the right. The middle number ‘4’ means they 

preferred the setting to be between the two settings described. Respondents were able to 

choose a number anywhere along the continuum.  

 

Preferences for park settings were wide ranging with responses spread across the entire 

continuum. The mean scores for each setting characteristic for the seven different park types 

are presented in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12 shows that respondents preferred distinctive combinations of setting characteristics 

for the different park types. 

 

Of the physical setting characteristics, there was a strong preference for a high degree of 

accessibility suitable for people of all ages and abilities across all the different park types. 

Preferences for other physical setting characteristics of closeness, remoteness, naturalness, 

facilities, and physical attributes varied between the different park types.  

 

Respondents were happy to travel a short distance to the unique Port Hills and to nature-

based regional parks but preferred other parks to be closer to home. This is currently achieved 

with the central location of both Hagley Park and the Botanic Gardens and a spread of other 

parks across the city. Additional garden parks may be required in the outer suburbs to ensure 

they meet the preferred level of closeness as they are currently concentrated in the central part 

of the city.  

 

The varying degrees of remoteness preferred for each of the different types of parks 

apparently does not equate to being physically remote. Rather, quiet and peaceful places 

where people felt removed from the city gave people a feeling of remoteness. The nature and 

size of some parks allows this feeling of remoteness to be achieved even in the central city 

through the use of innovative landscape design.  

 

From the preferred levels of naturalness, it appears that the existing highly modified settings 

in most parks are considered quite natural. Many people even spoke of the mostly exotic, and 

intensively developed and managed Botanic Gardens as being very natural. Evidently, there 

is confusion over what is ‘natural’ (Kilvington and Wilkinson, 1999). However, it was 

apparent that people got a feeling of naturalness from parks that were well vegetated with few 

buildings or hard surfaces, regardless of the type of vegetation, level of human intervention or 

type of management practices.  

 

The preference for high levels of facility provision contradicts the preferred levels of 

naturalness, providing further evidence of the mixed interpretations of what is natural. 

 

One setting characteristic strongly preferred for all the different park types was for parks to 

be highly accessible and suitable for people of all ages and abilities. The challenge for 
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managers is to balance accessibility with opportunities involving skills, adventure, and 

different levels of challenge. This will not be possible in every park but different parks can 

provide different settings.  

 

There was a stronger reliance on physical attributes in the Port Hills and nature-based 

regional parks than in other parks. Their unique characteristics should be retained for interest 

and diversity. Activities reliant on the natural features should be a priority in these parks as 

other activities can be provided elsewhere.  

 

The amount of contact with other people was used to describe the social character of the park 

setting. In all of the park types, there was a preference for medium levels of contact with 

other people, except on the Port Hills where the preference was for less contact with other 

people. This is consistent with the result for outcomes where there was little desire amongst 

respondents to meet new people and a stronger desire for peace and quiet away from other 

people (refer to Table 20). A park that is busy and full of people therefore, does not 

necessarily equate to success, as park visitors are likely to be dissatisfied with their park 

experience if they are actually seeking space away from other people. Furthermore, crowding 

was reported as a constraint to park use for some respondents (refer to section 6.2). Hence, 

efforts to increase visitor numbers in parks should only be made where this is consistent with 

the experience and outcomes being targeted. 

 

Preferences for the managerial setting characteristics of visitor services, management 

controls, and presence of dogs varied across the different park types. From the low level of 

visitor services preferred in local neighbourhood parks, it appears that maintenance and 

information signage were not recognised as visitor services even though they were considered 

good park characteristics (refer to Table 8). Increased levels of control on people’s behaviour 

were preferred in busy parks. Scores for dogs were clustered around the centre of the 

continuum because many people commented that they did not mind dogs in parks as long as 

they were well controlled. There were however, extreme preferences at both ends of the scale 

drawing attention to the need to address issues with dogs in parks as discussed in section 

4.3.4.b. 

 

The results for setting preferences should be considered alongside results for outcomes and 

activities and settings to identify linkages between them. Any contradictions between the 
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results will require further investigation. Take the Port Hills for example, where the most 

desired outcome was ‘feeling safe and secure’. The preferred setting characteristics for the 

Port Hills as a park some distance from home, more remote and natural than other parks, and 

with little contact with other people is potentially inconsistent with this outcome, which was 

reportedly attained close to the desired level. Therefore, management should approach any 

proposed changes to setting characteristics on the Port Hills, such as revegetation, with 

caution and be careful not to detract from the most desired benefit of ‘feeling safe and 

secure’. 

 

5.3. Park Experiences and Outcomes - Discussion 

5.3.1. Introduction 

This section discusses the experiences and beneficial outcomes that the Christchurch 

community desires from Christchurch parks, how well Christchurch parks currently provide 

for the desired experiences and outcomes, and differences in park preferences between 

different segments of the community.  

 

5.3.2. Preferred Experiences and Beneficial Outcomes 

It is clear from the survey results that the Christchurch community wanted many personal, 

social/cultural, environmental and economic benefits from parks. Outcomes were desired 

both for oneself as well for the wider community. The most desired and important outcomes 

were those associated with recreational enjoyment of the outdoors, confirming the value of 

parks for recreation.  

 

The most highly desired personal benefit was ‘feeling safe and secure’. Safety characteristics 

of parks relate to both social attributes (the presence and behaviour of others) and physical 

attributes (safe facilities). To provide safe parks, managers need to control both the actions of 

visitors upon each other and ensure that facilities are safe. Of particular concern to 

respondents and consistent with previous research (refer to section 2.5), were crimes against 

the person, a negative outcome to be avoided in parks. Social problems are difficult for park 

managers to address. Providing supervision at every park is not feasible but careful thought 

must go into encouraging legitimate use of parks and discouraging antisocial behaviour. The 

CCC applies the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
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(Canterbury Safety Working Party, 2004) when designing parks in an effort to minimise 

opportunities for crime. CPTED requires consideration of design features such as sightlines, 

visibility, surveillance, interaction with other people, appearance, and entrapment spots. 

However, a park designed with safety in mind can also appear stark and sterile, reducing 

some of the appeal of the site. As found by Burgess et al. (1988), the most highly valued 

landscapes were also the ones where the most fear was experienced. Safe park design needs 

to be prioritised against other outcomes such as aesthetics, adventure, discovery and 

environmental enhancement.  

 

Amongst the social/cultural benefits, one of particular interest to local authorities is 

‘community involvement in decision-making’. Some respondents thought it was very 

important but others suggested it was more appropriate to leave the experts to do their job. 

Still others said they would only get involved if there were something they were unhappy 

with. The CCC aims to increase community engagement and participation in local decision-

making (CCC, 2006b) and places emphasis upon community consultation when designing 

parks. They need to recognise that people want different levels of involvement. 

 

Environmental benefits were also rated as very important, more so than aesthetic benefits 

which respondents recognised more easily than environmental benefits when not prompted 

with a list (refer to Table 5). However, the high level of importance placed on environmental 

benefits does not necessarily translate to a desire for action to achieve them. This is due to an 

apparent lack of understanding of ecological principles, action needed to achieve 

environmental improvements, and confusion over what is ‘natural’ (refer to section 5.2.6), a 

term that is often used in reference to natural systems and an environment unaffected by 

human impact (Kilvington and Wilkinson, 1999). Such confusion may lead to 

misunderstandings regarding management proposals aimed at achieving environmental 

benefits. This is potentially problematic if managers try to implement changes that are not 

aligned with public expectations and preferences or with other outcomes desired by the 

community. Such controversy as native versus exotic plants was referred to in section 4.3.2. 

Dense planting can compromise safety and was identified as a concern by some respondents 

(refer to Table 11). Therefore, when seeking community agreement on priority outcomes for 

a park, it is essential that the community understands what is involved in achieving them. 

Environmental benefits need to be prioritised against other targeted outcomes and are 

unlikely to be achieved alongside incompatible outcomes. Education programmes are needed 
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to raise public awareness and understanding of environmental issues if support for 

environmental action is to be gained and environmental benefits are to be achieved.  

 

Economic benefits, particularly tourism, were important to respondents, but less so than other 

benefits. The reason for this could be that most respondents saw no direct benefit to 

themselves from tourism. Large numbers of tourists may even make a park less available for 

their own use and lead to commercialisation of parks. Tourism was, however, considered of 

some importance, especially in Hagley Park and nature-based regional parks, but it must be 

carefully managed to ensure it does not detract from other benefits considered by the 

community to be more important.  

 

5.3.3. Attainment of Preferred Experiences and Outcomes 

As the outcomes preferred by respondents are consistent with those that they associated with 

parks (refer to Table 5), and personal benefits were attained close to the desired level, it could 

be argued that parks are currently doing well in providing the benefits desired by the 

Christchurch community. Varying attainment scores across different parks illustrates that 

some parks are doing better than others. However, as all the benefits were attained at below 

optimum levels, it is clear that there is room for improvement. Increasing benefits to optimum 

levels will require advancements in park management. Continuing with the status quo will 

sustain current attainment levels. The BOA provides a means of targeting the achievement of 

outcomes. 

 

The BOA works on the basis that outcomes are connected to park settings and activities. 

Managers can manipulate settings to achieve particular experiences and provide opportunities 

for benefits to occur. The greater the variety of settings, the greater the opportunities to 

achieve different experiences and outcomes, thereby meeting the widest range of park 

preferences. For Christchurch parks, this can be best achieved on a city-wide scale with 

different settings in different parks rather than trying to provide multiple settings within a 

single park.  

 

In this study, connections between outcomes, settings, and activities can be seen in each 

park’s unique set of results. Respondents selected activities and preferred distinctive 

combinations of setting characteristics to achieve particular outcomes in their favourite park. 
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For example, in the Botanic Gardens where enjoying nature was the most desired personal 

outcome, there was a preference for both physical and passive recreation opportunities, 

particularly walking, in a semi-natural environment. This information can be used to guide 

the development of management objectives targeted at achieving the outcome of enjoying 

nature. 

 

Different people want different outcomes from the same park. Due to limited space and 

suitability, a park can not be all things to all people. Each park is unable to provide all of the 

identified outcomes, particularly potentially conflicting ones such as a wide variety of 

recreation opportunities within a single park and enjoying peace and quiet away from other 

people. This raises the question for managers as to what extent they should focus on the 

specific desires of a particular group of people, target the majority, or try to cater for 

everyone. The BOA requires narrowing the focus of park management to produce targeted 

opportunities for specific outcomes to occur. Limiting the opportunities available in any one 

park may narrow the appeal of that park, but it allows for an improvement in the quality of 

the park experience and attainment of beneficial outcomes. In contrast, trying to cater for 

everyone risks compromising specific interests and preferences, potentially satisfying no one. 

Christchurch has many parks allowing different interests to be met at different sites. A mix of 

different parks also allows for variations in an individual’s preferences. Respondents reported 

that they choose an activity and a park that suits their needs at the time. People do not want 

parks to be homogenous, but seek different experiences at different sites. Each individual 

park should be considered not in isolation but within the context of the entire network of 

Christchurch parks, and how it might contribute to the range of opportunities available city-

wide. 

 

Community understanding of this network approach to parks is important to improve the 

quality of community input into the planning process. Community agreement on priority 

objectives for a particular park is more likely to be reached if both the community and park 

managers understand the role of that park within the larger network of parks. This is in 

contrast to the current ad hoc, site-by-site approach to parks planning and consultation that 

frequently occurs in Christchurch and tends to focus on outputs rather than outcomes (see 

Figure 1).  
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In determining what opportunities to provide where, the dependence of an activity on a 

particular setting needs to be taken into consideration. There is also a need to consider the 

target market as people achieve the same outcomes in different ways. The priority outcomes 

and associated settings and activities will be dictated by the target market’s preferences. 

Differences between different segments of the community are now discussed. 

 

5.3.4. Segmented Community Preferences 

There was some variation in the priority assigned to the varying outcomes but overall, there 

was little difference between the three study areas in the outcomes they desired from parks. 

Differences in park and activity choice combined with how people value and use parks (refer 

to section 4.3) makes it clear that the different segments achieved the same outcomes in 

different ways. The connections between activities, settings, experiences and outcomes varied 

between people. Thus, it is important to understand the target market when deciding what 

management actions are required to achieve targeted outcomes.  

 

Previous research has segmented park visitors according to the way they experience park 

values (Mobius Research and Strategy, 2003). In this study, identified differences in 

preferences are associated with level of deprivation. Linwood respondents were more likely 

to achieve the desired outcomes through both physical and passive recreation in Hagley Park 

or the Botanic Gardens. Spreydon respondents were more likely to participate in physical 

recreation in Hagley Park, sports parks or the Port Hills. Fendalton respondents were more 

likely to participate in physical recreation in Hagley Park. For each park, managers need to 

define the target market to determine the experiences and beneficial outcomes to be targeted. 

One activity can result in many outcomes. One outcome can be achieved in different settings. 

As people experience parks in different ways (Grahn, 1991; Kirby, 1989; Mobius Research 

and Strategy, 2003), unplanned outcomes are likely to occur also. 

 

5.4. Chapter Summary 

This chapter has presented and discussed results pertaining to the outcomes that the 

community desires from different Christchurch parks and the level to which they are able to 

attain them. It was found that Christchurch residents want a wide range of personal, 

social/cultural, environmental, and economic benefits from parks. The most highly rated are 
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those associated with recreation. The least important were those associated with economic 

benefits. It is asserted that a city-wide network approach to park planning is needed to 

achieve the wide range of outcomes. The BOA provides a method by which to do this by 

prioritising specific outcomes to be targeted in a park and identifying the settings and 

activities to be provided. 

 

It was found that there are some differences in the outcomes sought depending on the park in 

question, supporting the concept of a link between outcomes and settings (Stein and Lee, 

1995). The different study areas had similar preferences for beneficial outcomes but achieved 

them in different ways through different activities and parks, supporting the concept that 

different park users experience outcomes and park values in different ways (Mobius Research 

and Strategy, 2003). 

 

In each park, managers should constantly review why they are taking particular actions and 

how those action contribute to achieving the desired outcomes or avoiding negative 

outcomes, as well as asking what else they can do. Achieving the desired outcomes in parks 

requires more than simply providing facilities for activities. Managers must consider the 

entire experience for a person from deciding to visit a park to relaying the experience to 

others after their visit. Outcomes to the wider community must also be considered. 
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Chapter 6.  Constraints to Park Use  

6.1. Introduction 

It is important to understand non-use of parks to know if community needs are being met and 

whether or not park provision is equitable. This chapter presents and discusses the results of 

who does not use parks and constraints preventing their use. It also presents results and 

discusses constraints that influence regular park users. 

 

6.2. Non-Users and Constraints – Survey Results 

A total of 75 people (12.5 per cent of the sample) reported that they use parks less than once a 

year in both seasons. These people have been classed as non-users. Table 23 shows the 

percentage of the study sample who were non-users of parks.  

 

Table 23. Non-users of parks 

Demographic variable Sample size (n) of 

demographic variable 

% who were non-

users 

Sex 

Male  253 17.0  

Female  347 9.2  

Age group (in years) 

16-24  79 12.7  

25-44  232 7.8  

45-64  158 12.7  

65+  131 20.6  

Dog ownership 

Own a dog  111 5.4  

No dog  489 14.1  

Study Area 

Linwood  200 11.0  

Spreydon  200 19.5  

Fendalton  200 7.0  
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Table 23 shows that a larger proportion of the male respondents than the female respondents 

were non-users of parks. Respondents aged 65 years and over had a higher proportion of non-

users than other age groups. Respondents without a dog were more likely to be non-users 

than respondents with a dog. Spreydon had the highest proportion of non-users followed by 

Linwood and then Fendalton.  

 

One of the aims of this research was to identify what prevents people from using parks. Using 

a list of constraints adapted from the literature (refer to section 2.5), all the survey 

participants were asked how each constraint influenced their use of Christchurch parks. 

Respondents were able to choose from one of five responses ranging from “always prevents 

use” to “never prevents use” of a park.  

 

The results for both non-users and regular users of parks are presented in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 shows that both non-users and users of parks faced constraints that prevented them 

from using parks more. For non-users (people who used parks less than once per year, refer to 

section 4.2.5) ‘lack of activities of interest’ was the main constraining factor preventing their 

use of parks. Other important factors constraining use were ‘having no one to go with’, ‘not 

having enough time’, and ‘the weather’. ‘Poor health or disability’ was a particular constraint 

for the elderly. Of the constraints listed as “other”, the most commonly mentioned were ‘too 

lazy and unmotivated’, ‘too old’, and ‘no reason to go’. 

 

Of the regular park users, more than half reported that ‘the weather’ and ‘not having enough 

time’ prevents them using parks sometimes to always. ‘Feeling unsafe’ prevents about one 

third of the respondents using parks at least some of the time, often in reference to using 

parks at night. Of the constraints identified as “other”, the most commonly mentioned were 

‘too lazy and unmotivated’, ‘not allowed to take dogs’, ‘prefer to go to other places outside of 

Christchurch’, ‘presence of dogs’, ‘too old’, and ‘no reason to go’. 

 

For 17 of the 20 constraints, more of the regular park users reported a negative influence on 

their use of parks than non-users. 

 

Constraints for both non-users and users of parks from three study areas were compared to 

identify differences. The differences were statistically significant and are illustrated in Figure 

14.  
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 Figure 14. Influence of constraints on respondents from
 the three study areas 
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Figure 14 shows that for all of the listed constraints, there were more respondents from the 

Spreydon study area compared to the other two areas who said they were never prevented 

from using parks. Linwood respondents were more constrained by 16 of the 21 constraints 

than respondents from the other two areas. Fendalton respondents reported being more 

constrained by five of the constraints than people from other areas.  

 

6.3. Constraints to Park Use - Discussion 

This section discusses the presence and nature of constraints for both users and non-users of 

Christchurch parks. 

 

It is not well understood what prevents non-users from using parks as many of the non-users 

reported no constraints to park use. Of the constraints that were reported, the most 

commonly cited ones were intrapersonal in nature. These can be difficult for managers to 

address and may be beyond their realm of influence in many cases. A structural response, 

such as upgrading parks and facilities, is unlikely to have any impact on people facing 

intrapersonal constraints as such constraints affect a person’s motivation to act and must be 

addressed first (Genet, 2000). Park managers could work together with other social agencies 

that are better positioned to address intrapersonal constraints. 

 

The multiple hierarchy stratification perspective, which suggests that people disadvantaged 

by a combination of social factors are less likely to participate in parks and recreation 

(Arnold & Shinew, 1998), does not seem to apply to use of Christchurch parks. Only a small 

proportion (12.5 per cent) of respondents said they did not use parks and non-users were of 

all ages, sexes and deprivation levels. However, the individual factors of sex, age, and dog 

ownership may have influenced park use. People aged 65 years and over and people without 

a dog were more likely than other respondents to be non-users of parks. Old age appeared to 

limit people’s use of parks. This is an issue because the population is growing older, 

potentially leading to a decline in future use of parks. Reasons for reduced use were partly 

attitude and partly health. “I’m too old for parks”. There was a perception that parks were for 

children suggesting that there was a lack of attractions aimed at older people and that their 

interests may be somewhat neglected. Some of the older people interviewed had limited 

mobility and were unable to travel to parks independently. Social isolation is an issue for 

many older people (Parrett, 2003). Parks have the potential to address this issue through the 
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provision of targeted programmes and attractions. This is an area of increasing importance 

with an ageing population. Contrary to the multiple stratification perspective, non-users were 

more likely to be male than female and to be of medium deprivation. Although Spreydon 

had the highest proportion of non-users, Linwood respondents used parks less frequently 

than respondents from other areas and Fendalton respondents used them most frequently. 

Therefore, although deprivation was not found to stop people from using parks, it does 

influence park use. 

 

Regular park users reported more constraints to park use than non-users. This suggests that 

they would like to use parks even more than they currently do. Regular users reported a mix 

of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints requiring a mixed response from 

park managers to enable more use. There is little that managers can do about the weather, the 

most commonly cited constraint, except to provide some all weather facilities such as track 

surfacing and shelter. It is also difficult for managers to address people’s lack of time, the 

second most commonly cited constraint, as people have other demands on their time and 

commitment. However, both lack of time and the weather can be used as excuses that 

conceal other constraints to park use. To compete with other priorities for people’s time and 

energy, parks need to be managed to ensure they are an appealing option that meet 

community needs and interests, and require minimal effort to use. 
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Chapter 7.  Effectiveness of Christchurch City Council Practices 

 

7.1. Introduction 

This chapter looks at how well the community’s preferred beneficial outcomes are reflected 

in current and proposed provision of Christchurch parks and Council’s aims and objectives. 

To add to the information obtained about the community’s views on parks and presented in 

earlier chapters, respondents were asked about their satisfaction with Christchurch parks and 

any changes they wanted in parks. The results of these two questions are presented in the 

next section followed by a discussion of how the CCC’s practices are meeting community 

needs. 

 

7.2. Community Satisfaction and Park Changes Needed – Results 

Respondents were asked to score their overall level of satisfaction with Christchurch parks 

on a seven point scale where 1 was extremely dissatisfied, 4 was neutral, and 7 was 

extremely satisfied. The mean score was 5.64. Differences between the three study areas 

were statistically significant. Satisfaction was highest in Fendalton (mean score 5.84) and 

lowest in Linwood (mean score 5.35). Spreydon had a mean score of 5.71. Clearly, most 

respondents were reasonably satisfied with Christchurch parks, consistent with previous 

research (National Research Bureau Ltd., 2004), but Linwood respondents were less 

satisfied than respondents from the other two areas. This was due to elevated levels of 

graffiti, vandalism, and anti-social behaviour allegedly experienced in the area. 

 

Respondents were asked what changes were required to make parks better meet their needs. 

Many different changes were suggested but almost half (49 per cent) of the respondents had 

no suggestions for changes. The responses were coded and categorised and percentages are 

presented in Table 24. Suggestions with statistically significant differences between the 

study areas are shaded.  
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Table 24. Changes suggested in Christchurch parks 

Study Area 

Suggested change 

Total 

n=600 Linwood 

n=200 

Spreydon 

n=200 

Fendalton

n=200 

Visitor conveniences, for example, more bins, 

toilets, and seating 

19.7 21.5 19.5 18.0 

Recreation activities and facilities, for 

example, more activities, dog areas, picnic 

tables, and events 

18.2 23.0 13.5 18.0 

Maintenance and management, for example, 

continue maintenance, involve the community 

in park management, open longer hours, keep 

cars out, regulate use 

12.5 17.0 7.5 13.0 

Safety, for example, improve safety of 

equipment, control dogs, have security patrols 

11.2 13.0 7.0 13.5 

Landscaping and design, for example, have 

bigger parks, more exotic plants, more shade 

and shelter, more native planting 

11.0 13.5 5.5 14.0 

Information about parks, for example, provide 

information and publicity about parks, more 

interesting historic facts 

5.7 5.0 4.5 7.5 

Other 1.3 2.5 0.0 1.5 

 

Table 24 shows that the changes suggested by respondents were largely to do with adding to 

parks rather than changing them. Innovation from park managers is needed to drive park 

changes to meet community needs as the community are limited by their own experience and 

have illustrated that they want ‘more of the same’. They may know what they want from 

parks but not how to get it. Spreydon respondents expressed fewer suggestions for changes 

than the other two areas despite having the lowest use rate. They appeared to be the most 

nonchalant about parks and lacked the clearly defined attitudes toward parks apparent in the 

other two areas.  
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The next section discusses these results and considers how well the community’s preferred 

beneficial outcomes are reflected in current provision of Christchurch parks and the CCC’s 

aims and objectives. 

 

7.3. Christchurch City Council Effectiveness - Discussion 

At first glance, it appears that the CCC is doing well in providing for the community’s 

preferred beneficial outcomes. The community perceived that parks provide many benefits 

(refer to Table 5) and community satisfaction with parks was high. Respondents suggested 

only minor improvements to parks.  

 

While the CCC’s community outcomes and strategic directions (refer to section 2.6.1) 

correspond strongly with the community’s preferred outcomes (refer to sections 5.2.4 and 

5.2.5), it is not clear how the CCC intends to plan and manage parks to achieve the preferred 

outcomes as there is no park strategy. Park planning in Christchurch currently tends to be 

activity-based and often occurs as an ad hoc response to demand. This study advocates 

adoption of the BOA as a strategic approach to planning and managing a city-wide network 

of parks.  

 

The CCC’s current site-by-site consultation practices risk creating a “sameness” between 

parks which has previously attracted criticism (refer to section 2.6.4). Decision-making 

appears to be aimed at pleasing as many people as possible. This can result in a merging of 

different park types and loss of distinctive character in an attempt to make all parks all things 

to all people. Property developers, driving development of parks in new subdivisions, add to 

this problem with their narrow focus on creating parks that appeal to potential property 

buyers. It was evident during the survey that residents did not distinguish between the 

different park types but simply thought of them all as their “local park”.  

 

The CCC’s existing, but ill defined, typology of parks (refer to section 2.6.2) seems to have 

been developed more for administration and budget purposes than to guide planning and 

management of parks. The different park types are not clearly defined nor is it clear if their 

management objectives differ. With refinement however, the park typology could provide a 

useful framework for establishing a network of outcome-focussed parks, each with their own 

distinctive character. 
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Christchurch parks are often planned in isolation from other parks and separately from other 

aspects of the city. Yet the outcomes desired from parks are broad and entwined with many 

aspects of people’s lives. There is potential for improved park linkages and for better 

relationships between parks and other recreation facilities, schools, transport routes, and 

wildlife habitats.  

 

This study has advocated use of the BOA for park planning and management in 

Christchurch. The BOA is not a radical change from existing park management, rather it is 

an extension of other approaches that have been applied. It will however, require a shift in 

thinking to become outcome-focussed as opposed to output-focussed. 
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Chapter 8.  Conclusions  

 

8.1. Introduction 

This thesis has sought to identify how to optimise the benefits desired from Christchurch 

parks. In this final chapter, the six aims set out in section 1.1 are revisited. This review of the 

research allows several conclusions to be drawn about community perceptions, aspirations, 

and realisation of benefits from Christchurch parks, the park preferences of three diverse 

socio-economic communities in Christchurch, constraints to park use, and the effectiveness 

of the CCC in meeting community needs. The study has been conducted within a framework 

of the BOA and has advocated for adoption of the BOA by the CCC to optimise the 

beneficial outcomes of Christchurch parks. Finally, suggestions for future research are made. 

The study ends with some final closing remarks. 

 

8.2. Role and Significance of Christchurch Parks 

The first aim of this study was to identify the role and significance of Christchurch parks to 

the Christchurch community. To do this, Christchurch residents’ perceptions and use of 

parks were investigated by means of a household survey. From the high level of use and the 

values held for parks, it is asserted that parks are very significant community resources that 

fill many different roles.  

 

The various roles of parks are encapsulated by three key values that the Christchurch 

community ascribed to Christchurch parks – activity value, aesthetic and amenity value, and 

environmental value. From these three values arise opportunities for various outcomes to 

occur. The activity value was the most readily recognised value amongst respondents, 

particularly for the recreation opportunities it provided. It is important, however, that 

politicians and managers consider all three values when making decisions and that they are 

reminded of other beneficial outcomes of parks beyond recreational activities and visitor 

numbers. 

 

It was found that the overwhelming majority of the Christchurch population used the city’s 

parks signifying their high importance. Park users spanned all socio-demographic 

characteristics. Parks were used most frequently in summer months and less frequently 
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during winter months. All of the park types were well used and attracted more than half of 

the respondents. Respondents participated in a variety of activities in parks from physical 

and passive recreation to commuting and work.  

 

It was evident from the survey results that parks are an integral and expected component of 

residential living in Christchurch, an essential element woven into the social and physical 

character of the city. Recognition of park benefits was not necessarily linked to park use. All 

of the respondents, including people who said they did not use them, believed parks were 

beneficial, not only to the people who visit them, but also to the wider Christchurch 

community. It was perceived that a wide range of personal, social, environmental and 

economic benefits were to be gained from parks. The interconnectedness of parks with other 

aspects of city life requires a holistic, interdisciplinary approach to their planning and 

development. Parks should not be planned in isolation. Instead, they should be integrated 

with other social and physical elements of the city that are part of people’s daily lives. For 

example, as well as parks being somewhere that people visit when they are not at work, they 

are also places that people pass through on their way to work and a place where workers eat 

their lunch. Therefore, parks must be connected with places of work, not separated from 

them. 

 

In conclusion, parks play significant roles in providing places for activities, enhancing the 

look of the city, and protecting the environment. They are highly valued by the whole 

community. 

 

8.3. Desired Park Experiences and Outcomes 

The second aim of this study was to identify the experiences and beneficial outcomes that 

the Christchurch community desires from Christchurch parks. Consistent with the multiple 

roles of parks, it was found that respondents wanted many experiences and benefits from 

them, particularly personal and social/cultural benefits, such as safety and affordable 

recreation. Environmental benefits, such as improved air quality, were also considered very 

important. Economic benefits, such as tourism, were less important.  

 

A challenge for managers is how to accommodate the contrasting, and sometimes 

conflicting, experiences and benefits desired by the community. For example, viewing 
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wildlife may not be compatible with youth recreation. The level of importance that 

respondents placed on experiences and benefits varied according to the park and activity in 

question. People chose a park that suited their needs. For example, improved physical fitness 

was the most highly desired outcome in Hagley Park, where most visitors engaged in 

physical recreation, and walking was the most popular activity. Contrast this with nature-

based regional parks where enjoying nature was the most desired outcome, passive, social 

and educational activities were more likely to occur, and biking and family visits were 

favoured almost as much as walking. This information can be used to guide decisions about 

how and where to provide opportunities. By manipulating the physical, social, and 

managerial settings of parks, opportunities can be created for different outcomes to occur. 

 

This study has identified the need to take a network approach to planning parks in 

Christchurch. Diverse opportunities can be provided across the network to cater for the 

widest possible range of outcomes. The BOA would be useful to refine the CCC’s existing 

park typology and establish distinctive setting characteristics aimed at achieving specific 

outcomes. The BOA is advantageous in that it considers outcomes not only to park visitors, 

but also to the wider community. Respondents in this study rated such outcomes as 

important.  

 

Most Christchurch residents have access to a car and it is relatively easy for them to access 

different parks in Christchurch. Most respondents used the full range of Christchurch parks 

and over three-quarters of respondents reported cars as their main form of transport to parks. 

Hence, a network of different types of parks may be more successful in Christchurch than in 

other cities. In London, for instance, it has been argued that residents mainly use parks that 

are close to their home and that variety is needed together in one place (Burgess et al., 1988). 

The rising cost of transport may reduce people’s preparedness to travel to parks resulting in a 

decrease in usage of more distant parks, such as nature-based regional parks. However, this 

could be countered by an increase in people who travel to public conservation areas outside 

of the city who may begin to seek outdoor opportunities closer to home. 

 

The vast array of benefits desired in parks can not always be provided in every park. A city-

wide network approach to parks planning is required to be able to provide the widest 

possible range of opportunities for outcomes to occur.  
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8.4. Provision of Experiences and Outcomes 

The third aim of this study was to identify how well Christchurch parks currently provide for 

residents’ desired experiences and outcomes. Comparable perceived and desired park 

benefits together with high reported attainment of desired outcomes indicates that parks are 

successfully providing for residents’ desires. However, it is clear that respondents wanted 

more of each benefit, as they were all attained at below optimum levels. 

 

Elevated attainment of park benefits requires targeting specific outcomes by narrowing the 

focus of park management. When developing outcome-focussed park management 

objectives, it is important to identify the target market, their priority outcomes and preferred 

means of achieving them. Various settings can result in the same outcome, or conversely, 

one activity can result in multiple outcomes, depending on people’s preferences. Deprivation 

levels, sex, age, and dog ownership were found to influence park use and preferences. For 

example, reduced stress for parents of energetic children may be achieved through the 

provision of a children’s playground, whereas for an elderly person, achieving the same 

outcome may require an absence of children and the opportunity to stroll around and enjoy 

attractive gardens. Therefore, some opportunities will be more appropriate than others 

depending on who they are being aimed at. Focussing park management on the achievement 

of particular outcomes is likely to come at the cost of other conflicting outcomes. While this 

may narrow the appeal of a park, it has the potential to improve the quality of the park 

experience for a particular group of people. A city-wide network approach to parks planning 

means that different preferences can be catered for in different parks with high quality 

experiences. 

 

8.5. Differences Between Segments of the Community 

The fourth aim of this study was to determine if there are differences in park preferences 

between segments of the Christchurch community.  

 

It was found that respondents of various deprivation levels desired similar outcomes from 

parks but in varying orders. The three studies differed substantially however, in the way they 

achieved the outcomes. Each study area valued and used parks differently and had different 

park preferences. The differences were most pronounced between people with very high and 

very low levels of deprivation. For example, respondents from Linwood used parks as 
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recreation. Parks provided somewhere to go and something to do. Parks were popular as 

special places to visit in the weekend with family or friends for rest and relaxation in a 

pleasant spacious environment. In contrast, Fendalton respondents used parks as a venue for 

recreation, particularly for regular exercise. Few Fendalton respondents participated in 

restful activities. Fendalton respondents also emphasised the aesthetic value of parks, which 

complemented their own private gardens and enhanced the look of their neighbourhood. 

Favourite parks and activities varied between the three study areas. Linwood respondents 

favoured Hagley Park and the Botanic Gardens for physical and passive recreation activities, 

particularly walking, children’s play, and sitting and relaxing. Spreydon respondents 

favoured Hagley Park, sports parks and the Port Hills, mainly for physical recreation, 

especially walking and children’s play. Fendalton respondents most strongly preferred 

Hagley Park where they participated in physical recreation, especially walking. 

 

Differences between the three study areas mean that consistency of park standards across the 

city is unlikely to cater for the particular needs and preferences of different communities. 

Instead, managers must ensure that emphasis is placed on creating opportunities that meet 

the specific needs of each community. For example, in Linwood a large central park offering 

a pleasant place to go with opportunities for relaxing, picnics, and barbecues would meet the 

needs of many residents. In Fendalton, walking and running tracks that are convenient to 

home for daily use would be more suitable. Though largely located on private land, the 

myriad of waterways in the area has potential for a network of linked greenways that would 

meet this need.  

 

Of the three study areas, Linwood had the most dense living conditions and lack of private 

open space. It could be argued therefore, that they have the greatest need for parks and, for 

reasons of equity, should have a higher level of park provision than other less deprived areas. 

More intensive maintenance and management is also required in this area to address 

problems such as graffiti, vandalism, anti-social behaviour, and safety issues just to maintain 

parks at the same level as in other areas. Applying equal standards across the city fails to 

address the special needs of different socio-economic communities. To ensure the different 

areas have equal opportunity to achieve their desired outcomes, equitable park provision is 

needed, not equal park provision. 
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8.6. Constraints to Park Use 

The fifth aim of this study was to investigate the presence and nature of constraints that 

prevent people using parks. It is still not well understood what prevents park use as very few 

people did not use parks at all, and many of them reported no constraints to park use. 

However, the most frequently mentioned constraints for non-users were intrapersonal in 

nature – lack of activities of interest and having no one to go with. There may be other 

constraints that are more difficult for individuals to identify, requiring further investigation. 

Regular park users reported more constraints than non-users, suggesting that they would like 

to use parks more than they already do. Intrapersonal constraints of the weather and lack of 

time were their most commonly mentioned constraints. 

 

The findings of this study did not support the multiple hierarchy stratification perspective 

(refer to section 2.5). Non-users of parks spanned all demographic variables and contrary to 

the multiple stratification perspective, non-users were more likely to be male than female 

and to be of medium deprivation.  

 

Although Spreydon had the highest number of non-users, they also reported the least 

constraints. Linwood respondents were more likely than Spreydon respondents to use parks 

but reported more constraints and the lowest frequency of use. Fendalton respondents were 

most likely to use parks, used them the most frequently but also reported more constraints 

than Spreydon respondents. It is possible that the varying nature of park use between the 

three study areas influenced the frequency of park use more than the presence of constraints, 

although the two are likely to be related. Deprivation did not appear to stop people from 

using parks but may have made it a lower priority. 

 

8.7. Community Preferences and the Christchurch City Council 

The final aim of this study was to review how well the community’s preferred beneficial 

outcomes are reflected in current provision of Christchurch parks and the CCC’s aims and 

objectives. 

 

It has been identified that the community wants many outcomes from Christchurch parks. 

The CCC, similarly, is seeking a broad range of outcomes. It is not clear, however, how the 

CCC intends to plan and manage parks to contribute to achieving the outcomes as a strategy 
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for park provision and development is lacking. Christchurch park management tends to be 

activity-based rather than outcome-focussed, and community consultation, undertaken on a 

park-by-park basis, attempts to meet the preferences of as many people as possible in each 

park. Nevertheless, Christchurch residents reported high satisfaction levels with 

Christchurch parks with only minor suggestions for improvements suggesting therefore, that 

the CCC is effectively meeting community needs. It is asserted however, that taking a 

network approach to planning parks in Christchurch would further enhance the achievement 

of outcomes. It is recommended that the CCC adopt the BOA for park planning and 

management. 

 

Adoption of the BOA can have flow on effects for marketing. Benefits-based marketing can 

be used to promote the concept of a park network. Marketing should aim to inform, interpret 

and promote the distinctive opportunities, settings, experiences and outcomes of a park so 

that people can match up their preferences with the parks that produce what they want. 

Marketing can facilitate park choice, thereby reducing the chances of dissatisfaction with a 

park. Marketing can also help to manage people’s expectations and avoid having to 

accommodate everyone everywhere.  

  

8.8. Future Research 

This research has identified variations in park preferences between sexes, age groups, and 

different ethnic groups. Additional research is needed to increase knowledge of these 

differences. In particular, there are information gaps relating to the needs of the elderly, 

children, and different ethnic groups.  

 

With an ageing population, the needs of the elderly will become increasingly important. The 

elderly of the future are likely to have different expectations and attitudes to the elderly of 

today, may be more physically able, and some may have more disposable income than in the 

past. They will also have longer life expectancies than previous generations.  

 

The vast majority of the research on urban park preferences has been conducted with adults. 

Adults are often relied on to provide information about children. Additional research to 

understand children’s perspectives and the benefits they desire from parks would be useful, 

particularly as parks are considered so important for children.  
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There is also a growing need for research on ethnicity in parks because Christchurch has an 

increasing ethnic diversity, with growing numbers of Asians and Pacific Islanders in 

particular. Little research has been conducted on park outcomes sought by various cultures 

and was not part of this current study.  

 

To affect more equitable provision and use of parks, in-depth research on constraints to park 

use and how to address them is needed. Resolutions to intrapersonal constraints are of 

particular interest. 

 

Finally, implementation of the BOA in Christchurch will require ongoing measurement of 

the achievement of outcomes and continual review of priorities. An ongoing programme of 

evaluation and monitoring will be required. 

 

8.9. Synthesis 

The information contained in this study contributes to an understanding of park outcomes 

and their relationship with how parks are managed. The findings are specific to Christchurch 

parks but may equally apply to parks elsewhere. 

 

Local government in New Zealand exists to promote the social, economic, environmental, 

and cultural well-being of communities through the achievement of outcomes. Parks provide 

a means of doing this. The results of this study can be usefully applied to provide the 

impetus for the CCC to undertake effective strategic planning of Christchurch’s parks. The 

BOA can be applied in a city-wide network approach to optimise the benefits of 

Christchurch parks.  
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Appendices 

Appendix I. New Zealand Deprivation Index Variables 

 

The nine census variables used in the New Zealand Deprivation Index are listed below as 

they appear in the NZDep2001 Index of Deprivation User’s Manual (Salmond and 

Crampton, 2002). The variables are listed in order of decreasing weight in the index. 

 

1  Income People aged 18-59 receiving a means tested benefit [from the 

government] 

2  Employment People aged 18-59 unemployed 

3  Income People living in equivalised* households with incomes below 

an income threshold 

4  Communication People with no access to a telephone 

5  Transport People with no access to a car 

6  Support People aged <60 living in a single parent family 

7  Qualifications People aged 18-59 without any qualifications 

8  Living space People living in equivalised* households below a bedroom 

occupancy threshold 

9  Owned home  People not living in own home 

*Equivalisation: methods used to control for household composition 

(Salmond and Crampton, 2002, p6). 
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Appendix II. Questionnaire 

Day: Date: Time: 

 
Optimising the Beneficial Outcomes of Christchurch Parks 

 
To person who answers the door: 
Hello, my name is Kelly Hansen (Kate Sutherland). I am (assisting) a masters student at 
Lincoln University undertaking research on parks in Christchurch. The aim of this project is 
to find out about the benefits of parks and people’s preferences. 
 
Would someone be able to answer some questions for me? Even if you don’t use parks, 
your responses are still very valuable and are an important part of the data being collected. 
I need to talk to the person at home who is aged 16 years and over and has the next 
birthday. There are 18 questions in total that take about 30-35 minutes to answer.  
 
Once respondent has been identified: 
Repeat first paragraph if necessary.  
 
Your participation in the survey is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. However, 
once the interview has been completed, I will be unable to separate out your information 
from that of other respondents, and so it cannot then be withdrawn Your anonymity will be 
preserved. If you complete the questionnaire, it will be understood that you have consented 
to participate in the project and consent to publication of the results of the project with the 
understanding that your identity will be preserved. 
 
I am interested in all the parks in Christchurch city, from the Port Hills in the south to the 
Waimakariri River in the north, and from the coast out to the west as far as Templeton. This 
includes all the parks in the city from your local playground, to large sports parks, 
waterways, the beach and places like The Groynes and Bottle Lake Forest Park. 
 
Questions 
 
1. Do you think there are any benefits to be gained from having parks in Christchurch? If 

yes, what are they? 
  
  
  
  
 
2. What makes a good park? 
  
  
  
  
 
3. What makes a bad park? 
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4. Do you use any of the following parks in Christchurch? (include those they used to use).  

If no, go to question 16. 
 
❑ Garden parks, such as the Botanic Gardens, Mona Vale, or Edmonds Factory Gardens 
❑ Hagley Park (outside of the Botanic Gardens) 
❑ Rivers and riverbank walkways, such as the Avon, Heathcote, or Styx River 
❑ Any of the Port Hills reserves, such as Victoria Park 
❑ Other large nature based parks, such as Travis Wetland, Bottle Lake, Styx Mill, The Groynes, Halswell 

Quarry, Spencer Park etc 
❑ Small local neighbourhood parks 
❑ Large sports parks 
❑ Christchurch beaches, such as Sumner, New Brighton 

 
5. SHOWCARD 1. 

a) During warmer months, from the beginning of November to the end of April, how 
often do you use or visit a park in Christchurch?  (Circle in “Warmer” row) 

b) During colder months, from the beginning of May to the end of October, how often 
do you use or visit a park in Christchurch?  (Circle in “Colder” row) 

 
 Every day 

or almost 
every day 

1-3 times 
per week 

1-3 times a 
month 

6-11 times 
a year 

1- 5 times 
a year 

Less than 
once a 
year 

Never 

Warmer months 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Colder months 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If both answers are Less than once a year or Never, go to question 16. 
 

6. What activities do you do in parks?  I mean, what sorts of things do you do in parks? 
  
  
  
  
  
 
7. How do you normally travel to Christchurch parks? (You may tick more than one) 
 

❑ Walk 
❑ Bike 
❑ Car 
❑ Bus 
❑ Other (please specify)   

 
 
8. What is your favourite Christchurch park? (or one that you like, if unable to pick 

favourite)  
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9. (a)  Do you participate in any of the following activities in <name of favourite park>? 
❑ Children’s play, such as playing on a playground, kicking a ball, flying a kite  
❑ Informal physical recreation, such as walking, jogging, walking the dog, biking, kicking a ball  
❑ Less physical informal recreation such as reading, enjoying the scenery, photography, feeding the ducks  
❑ Attending events, such as local community events, performances 
❑ Organised sport, such as club soccer, netball, athletics, sport competitions  
❑ Environmental activities, such as planting, weeding, counting birds 
❑ Educational activities, such as school trips, botanising  
❑ Social activities, such as picnics with friends and family, social group outings 
❑ Spiritual activities, such as thinking and reflecting, feeling close to nature 
❑ Using < favourite park> as a route, such as passing through a park on your way to somewhere else 
❑ Work or business activities 
(b) This list is just a starter, it is not exhaustive.  Can you think of any other activities that 

you participate in in <favourite park>? 
 
❑ Other (please specify)          

 
10. What is your most favourite activity in <name of favourite park>? (or one that you like, if 

unable to pick favourite). 
  
 
11.  SHOWCARD 2 

I would like to know about the types of experiences you seek from <name favourite 
activity> in <name favourite park>.  Using the rating scale on your showcard, 

(a) How desirable are the following experiences to you when <favourite activity> in 
<favourite park>, and  

(b) How much of this experience do you get now when <favourite activity> in 
<favourite park>?  

 
Desirability: Extremely 

undesirable 
 Very 

undesirable 
Undesirable Neutral Desirable Very 

desirable 
Extremely 
desirable 

Amount you get: Nowhere near 
enough 

Not enough Not quite 
enough 

About right A bit too 
much 

A lot too 
much 

Far too much 

Doing things with your family, family togetherness 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Being with friends or other people who enjoy the same things 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Meeting new people 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Developing or testing your skills and abilities 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Independence, feeling a sense of control and personal freedom 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Enjoying a sense of adventure and risk-taking  

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Testing and using your equipment 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Discovering new things about the outdoors  

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Enjoying nature 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Introspection, thinking about your own thoughts and feelings 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Doing something creative 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Nostalgia, bringing back pleasant memories 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Enjoying getting some physical exercise 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Enjoying having a wide variety of recreation opportunities within a single park 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Enjoying having access to outdoor opportunities close to home 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Enjoying some rest and relaxation 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Reducing stress 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Enjoying peace and quiet away from other people 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Having a break from your family 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Teaching or leading others 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Feeling safe and secure 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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12. SHOWCARD 2. 
I would like to know about the benefits to you of <name favourite activity> in <name 
favourite park>. Using the rating scale on your showcard,  

(a) How desirable are the following benefits to you, and  
(b) How much of this benefit do you get now when <favourite activity> in 

<favourite park>?  
 

Desirability: Extremely 
undesirable 

 Very 
undesirable 

Undesirable Neutral Desirable Very 
desirable 

Extremely 
desirable 

Amount you get: Nowhere near 
enough 

Not enough Not quite 
enough 

About right A bit too 
much 

A lot too 
much 

Far too much 

Better mental health and sense of wellness 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Confirmation or development of your own personal values 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Greater awareness of the beauty of the outdoors 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Greater sensitivity to and respect for other people 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Enhanced awareness and understanding of nature 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
An outdoor-oriented lifestyle 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Improved opportunity to view wildlife close-up 
Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Improved physical fitness and health maintenance 

Desirability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Amount you get: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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13. SHOWCARD 3. 
Using the rating scale on your showcard, in your opinion how important is it that <name 
favourite park> is managed so that it provides the following benefits to you and others? 

 
 Extremely 

unimportant 
 Very 

unimportant 
Unimportant Neutral Important Very 

Important 
Extremely 
Important 

Developing a sense of community that people can feel they are part of 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Greater community involvement in decisions about park use and management 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Positive recreation opportunities for young people 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Affordable recreation for every one 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased local tourism revenue 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased desirability of Christchurch as a place to live 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Greater community understanding of and responsibility for the environment 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased awareness and protection of cultural and historical heritage features 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Making the community look more pleasant 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Improved soil, water and air quality 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased awareness and protection of plants, animals and their environments  
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased awareness and protection of natural landscapes 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increased local job opportunities 
Importance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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14. SHOWCARD 4. 
On your showcard is a continuum for a range of park settings.  For <name favourite 
activity> in <name favourite park>, what sort of setting do you prefer in order to 
provide opportunities for you to achieve your desired experiences and benefits?   By 
choosing 1, this means you prefer the setting stated on the left. By choosing 7, this 
means you prefer the setting stated on the right. The middle number 4 means you prefer 
the setting to be between the two settings stated. 
 

 

 Most preferred setting        
 

Most preferred setting 
 

Closeness: 30 minutes drive or more from 
home 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Within 5 minutes walk of home 

Remoteness: Out of sight and sound of other 
human activity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Within sight and sound of other 

human activity 

Naturalness: Natural wilderness unchanged 
by people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Highly modified, intensively 

managed and formal 

Facilities: No facilities provided 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Facilities provided such as 

paths, drinking fountains, seats, 
picnic facilities, play and 

recreation facilities 

Accessibility: A high level of skill required to 
use the park 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Park is suitable for people of all 

ages and abilities 
Physical 
attributes of 
park: 

Particular natural features 
required for favourite activity to 

occur 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

No special natural features or 
terrain required, activity could 

be provided in any park 
Contact with 
others: No contact with other people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Park is busy and full of people 

Visitor services: 
No services provided and 

people must look after 
themselves 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Visitor information and staff 
provided 

Management 
controls: 

No visitor controls apparent, no 
use limits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Rules and regulations 
controlling activities signposted 

and enforced 
Domestic 
animals: Dogs are free to run around 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dogs not permitted in the area 

at all 
 
15. SHOWCARD 5. 

Now thinking of all of the parks in Christchurch, how satisfied are you with Christchurch 
parks overall in providing for your favourite activities, your desired experiences and 
benefits, and your preferred settings?  

 
Extremely 
unsatisfied 

Very 
unsatisfied 

Unsatisfied Neither 
satisfied nor 
unsatisfied 

Satisfied Very satisfied Extremely 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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16. SHOWCARD 6. 
Now I’d like to know of any reasons why you don’t use Christchurch parks more. Using 
the scale provided on your showcard, how do the following factors influence your use of 
Christchurch parks?  

 
 Never 

prevents 
use 

Seldom 
prevents 

use 

Sometimes 
prevents 

use 

Often 
prevents 

use 

Always 
prevents 

use 
Feeling unwelcome in a park 1 2 3 4 5 
Conflict with other park users 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of activities you are interested in 1 2 3 4 5 
Feeling unsafe or fearful of crime 1 2 3 4 5 
Parks are not well maintained 1 2 3 4 5 
Not having enough time or being too busy 
with other activities 1 2 3 4 5 

Parks are not suitable for your family 1 2 3 4 5 
Having no one to go with to parks 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of confidence 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of information about parks 1 2 3 4 5 
Poor health or physically unable to use parks 1 2 3 4 5 
Parks are too far away 1 2 3 4 5 
Cost of getting there 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of public transport to parks 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of private transport to parks 1 2 3 4 5 
Lack of car parking 1 2 3 4 5 
The weather 1 2 3 4 5 
Activities cost too much 1 2 3 4 5 
Parks are too crowded 1 2 3 4 5 
Absence of other people 1 2 3 4 5 
Other (please specify) 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

17. Is there anything that needs to change or do you have any suggestions to make parks 
better meet your needs, 

(a) Within your local community? 
  

  

  

  

  

(b) For the city as a whole? 
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18. SHOWCARD 7. 
Now I’d like to ask you a few questions about yourself. 

 
(a) How old are you? 
 

 16-19 years 
 20-24 years 
 25-29 years 
 30-34 years 
 35-39 years 

 40-44 years 
 45-49 years 
 50-54 years 
 55-59 years 
 60-64 years 

 65-69 years 
 70-74 years 
 75-79 years 
 80-84 years 
 85 years or older

 
(b) Are you male or female?  

 Male 
 

 Female
 

(c) What ethnic group(s) do you consider yourself a part of? 
 

 NZ European 
 European 
 Maori 
 Pacific Island 

 Asian 
 Other (please specify) 

 
 

 
(d) What is your current work situation? 
 

 Employed full time 
 Employed part time 
 Unemployed but seeking work 
 Not in work force 

If not in work force, 
 Retired 
 Full time in the home 
 Student 
 Other (please specify)   

 

(e) Which of the following best describes your living situation? 
 

 Living alone 
 Living with parents 
 Flatting with others 
 Couple only 

 Couple with child(ren) 
 Solo parent with child(ren) 
 More than one family 
 Other (please specify) 

 
   

 
(f) Do you own a dog?  

 Yes 
 

 No
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Appendix III. Show Cards 

 

SHOWCARD 1 
 
How often you visit a Christchurch park 

 

1 = Every day or almost every day 

2 = 1-3 times per week 

3 = 1-3 times a month 

4 = 6-11 times a year 

5 = 1-5 times a year 

6 = Less than once a year 

7 = Never 

 

 

 

 

 

SHOWCARD 2 
 

(a) Desirability 

 

1 = Extremely undesirable 

2 = Very undesirable 

3 = Undesirable 

4 = Neutral 

5 = Desirable 

6 = Very desirable  

7 = Extremely desirable 

(b) Availability 
 

1 = Not available at all  

2 = Very low availability 

3 = Low availability 

4 = About right  

5 = High availability 

6 = Very high availability 

7 = Far too much available 
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SHOWCARD 3 
 

Level of importance 

 

1 = Extremely unimportant 

2 = Very unimportant 

3 = Unimportant 

4 = Neutral 

5 = Important 

6 = Very important 

7 = Extremely important 

 

SHOWCARD 4 
 

 Most needed setting        
 

Most needed setting 
 

Closeness:  30 minutes drive or 
more from home 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Within 5 minutes walk of 

home 

Remoteness: Out of sight and sound 
of other human activity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Within sight and sound of 

other human activity 
Naturalness: Wild and natural 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Highly modified and formal 

Facilities: No facilities provided 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Many facilities provided 
such as paths, drinking 
fountains, seats, picnic 

facilities, play and 
recreation facilities 

Accessibility: A high level of skill is 
required to use the park 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Park is suitable for people 

of all ages and abilities 

Physical 
attributes of 
park: 

Particular natural 
features required for 

favourite activity to occur 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

No special natural features 
or terrain required, activity 
could be provided in any 

park 
Contact with 
others: 

No contact with other 
people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Park is busy and full of 

people 

Visitor 
services: 

No services provided 
and people must look 

after themselves 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Visitor information and staff 

provided 

Management 
controls: 

No visitor controls 
apparent, no use limits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Rules and regulations 
controlling activities 

signposted and enforced 
Domestic 
animals: 

Dogs are free to run 
around 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dogs not permitted in the 

area at all 
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SHOWCARD 5 

 
Level of satisfaction with whole park system 

 

1 = Extremely unsatisfied 

2 = Very unsatisfied 

3 = Unsatisfied 

4 = Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

5 = Satisfied 

6 = Very satisfied 

7 = Extremely satisfied 

 

 

 

 

 

SHOWCARD 6 
 
How factors influence your use of Christchurch parks 

 

1 = Never prevents use of a park 

2 = Seldom prevents use of a park 

3 = Sometimes prevents use of a park 

4 = Often prevents use of a park 

5 = Always prevents use of a park 
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SHOWCARD 7 
 
Age 
 
16-19 years 
20-24 years 
25-29 years 
30-34 years 
35-39 years 
40-44 years 
45-49 years 
50-54 years 
55-59 years 
60-64 years 
65-69 years 
70-74 years 
75-79 years 
80-84 years 
85 years or older 
 
Gender  
 
Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
 
NZ European 
European 
Maori 
Pacific Island 
Asian 
Other (please specify) 
 
Current work situation 
 
Employed full time 
Employed part time 
Unemployed but seeking 
work 
Not in the work force 
Retired 
Full time in the home 
Student 
Other (please specify) 

Living situation 
 
Living alone 
Living with parents 
Flatting with others 
Couple only 
Couple with child(ren) 
Solo parent with 
child(ren) 
More than one family 
Other (please specify) 
 
Dog ownership  
 
Yes 
No
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