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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS OF IDENTIFIED SITES

Dyanmic Activity Patterns
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Accessibility - Palmwalk to OTH(L), OTH to Palmwalk (R)

1) Tampines West Commercial Cluster, 2) Tampines Central Park, 3) Tampines Central
and Tampines Malls

GreenWeave to Tampines North
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RESEARCH DESIGN / METHODOLOGIES

An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design is implemented to investigate how Q SOPARC Behavioural Mapping System for Observing Play and Recreation in Communities
upgraded void decks in HDB precincts facilitate ageing-in-place and sustain = o
intergenerational engagement. Documenting spatial usage patterns by age/gender/activity intensity/ social groups.

Each site: 1 weekday + 1 weekend

How do upgraded void decks
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Thematic Analysis

Integrated Analytical Framework

WHO USES THESE SPACES AND WITH WHOM? WHEN DO THEY APPEAR &THERE AN OVERLAP?

SOPARC + Interview Findings SOPARC + Interview Findings
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WHICH SPACES ATTRACT PEOPLE?

HOW IS INCLUSIVITY DEFINED IN PUBLIC SPACES?

Thematic Analysis Thematic Analysis + Heatmap
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WHAT FEATURES FOSTER INTERGENERATIONAL INTERACTION?

Space Syntax Segment + Thematic Analysis
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90%

feel spaces are inclusive

82% i

RECOMMENDATIONS

Time and Routine Space and Accessibility Comfort and “Active” Nodes

® Permeable boundaries: No harsh
thresholds to prevent deterrence
of informal engagement (e.g plants
instead of fence - GreenWeave)

® Spaces for temporal flexibility,
tapping on overlapping patterns
(SOPARC): Spatial configurations
that support transitions during
overlap peak hours (e.g modular
seating, retractable shade)

® Improved thermal comfort :
Thematic analysis highlights thermal-
discomfort as a deterrence.
Solution - continued shading, wind
corridors, sheltered connectors to
increase dwell time and Intergen
occupancy

spaces cater to their age

® Increased visibility : Especially for
areas where visibility is low, to
encourage more seniors to leave
their homes °

“Age clustering creates a sense of exclusion for non-dominant
groups”

BUT...

66%

residents indicated
they rarely / never

INTERACTED

across generations

e

Overlap / Peak Periods:
Seniors - Morning
Children - Afternoon
*Intergen Walking Groups

Embedding shared activity nodes in
high visibility paths : To move past
co-located amenities and encourage
low-effort activities.

“Active” Nodes (e.g social benches,
mini displays, interactive features)
situated along paths where groups
converge (Intergen always walking)

“Physical / mobility issues hinder seniors’ access to certain

" ® Barrier-free Networks : To promote
spaces

inclusive use among seniors, PWD
and increase willingness to use

® Regular/ Weekly inclusive program
public spaces

to activate spaces: Program
schedule must align with Intergen
windows derived from observed
patterns

“Older HDB layouts often separate playgrounds from elderly
seating areas, limiting daily interaction opportunities (times)”

“Mobile phones. Many parents tend to leave their children to play
while they use their mobile phones”

Physical Comfort =
Intergenerational Connection
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Solar (R) & Wind (L) analysis

Open and No boundaries

Design Recommendations and Conclusion

For highest Intergen impact, strategies should be implemented at highest visibility & highest traffic points.

The main barriers to intergenerational interaction are age-specific rhythms and spatial separation; not the lack of
shared space but the lack of shared use. To facilitate more meaningful engagement, participatory design
processes, aligning spatial features with lived routines and intergenerational needs, should guide future upgrades

due to Mismatched Schedules (lesser discretionary time), Spatial
Segregation and Subtle Social Barriers.




