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Access to, and utilization of, public spaces and their physical and functional structures are
among issues that are negatively affected by rapid urban growth. Especially in evolving Review
economies, public spaces in urban settlements are far behind reaching the contemporary
standards of better endowed cities. The aim of this paper is to measure the accessibility and
utilization of public spaces in a case study area, with regards to the effects of rapid growth on Purpose

cities with changing functional and physical structures. [Famagusta has been selected as the case]

|study, being one of the most rapidly developed cities of Cyprus during the last decade.| A

theoretical framework has been drawn up with regard to the factors affecting access to and

utilization of public spaces. A GUESHoRNAITS Suivey has besh conducisd 1o test ihess hypotheses J 1ot
and to determine the criteria for the assessment of access to and ufilization of public spaces. Based | ppainod
on the findings, recommendations for future development and organization of public spaces have

been suggested. Value
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Proximity : %4 2 AU REEE
Ways and means of accessibility : ?Uéﬁ SH AR

4. FPIRYE S H BRI / F}fﬁ‘%ﬁ
Comfort : &%
Quality: [’{[@T
Aesthetic consideration : 3 2¥ &l
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fit o fff[ ( Assessment of accessibility )
E‘ﬁ’E'J’[‘%Fi‘ |ﬁ[ ( Assessment of utilization )

7. REEHR
SR JHRL v A W PR T B R RO (¢ i - AR
YRR 2 U T ] OB I 7 3 B 8 TR
RO 2 A P ORI R B
(PR S4B 8, Y I 7 8 2 R w0 1 5 2
I A B B R T TOR -

Pl
Accessibility |[---------- ; Questionnaire
P 4 . ~
. .- .- K A
Public Space | ¥ Results

Utilization |~ Hypotheses
T EVALUATION




EER EIIE
2008/07/24 [# ’fﬁf:f

F}ﬂ%“ ?ﬁfﬁ[ e U e

(] Famagustajv >~ H A [lRL 1 B4R TV (inaccessible ) - PE -
. Lack of sidewalks;
. Locations not being equitably dispersed;
. Lack of proximity to living areas;
. Physical structure of the streets being inappropriate for pedestrians;
. Streets being major traffic arterials;

. No alternate routes for pedestrians.

[ =9t » Famagusta* H % 'EEJEIUEM’E'J’[‘%“JT;‘JI (are not utilized well ) » PJET, -
. Lack of safety, no responsible personnel, inadequate lighting, unsafe equipment;
. Lack of maintenance and cleanliness;
. Lack of variety of activities and facilities;

. Lack of comfort.
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