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1 INTRODUCTION

Accelerated urbanization processes including private investors® pressure
for maximum utilization of land impact the quality and quantity
of public spaces. The mechanism for raising their share is the
procedure of Privately owned public spaces (POPS)
implementation.

POPS allows investors to expand their building square
footage in proportion to the surface designated for public
use. The process is based on local regulations and not integrated into
urban plans whereby implementation guidelines focus mainly on a single
plot.

Since the POPS method has not been thoroughly examined
from an urban planning point of view the broader research
looks for the urbanistic criteria that should be integrated into the POPS
systematic planning process to improve the urban quality of the wider

urban context. Feun
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2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS / AIMS

RQI: Which Cities in the world have implemented the largest number of

POPS»

RQ2: What are the common characteristics of POPS distribution

within the city’
RQ3: What are the urban characteristics of areas with the highest

density POPS realization?

Al: To identify the urban characteristics common for high-

density POPS implementation areas.

A2: To determine urban factors that contribute to the POPS

development in cities
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Comparative analysis of 4 cities with the highest number of POPS
realisation in the world and with accessible comprehensive POPS open databases: New
York, Hong Kong, San Francisco

Two types of urban characteristics analysis: raphic (urbanistic) and
quantitative (statistic spatial data) comparative analysis
Analysis criteria - spatial and demographic urban characteristics
in relation to city areas with the highest POPS density

Two-level comparative analysis: City level (scale), district level (scale)
A district-level graphic analysis is based on the modular network (1 kmx 1
km grid) introduced for POPS d ification in d
urban characteristics
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7 CONCLUSION
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From the comparative analysis of four prominent cities, it is concluded that POPS are
predominantly Situated in urban areas and concentrated in the Vo | Koms [rvanenee] Sente a0 [Povioms Determined urban characteristics indicative for high-density
S NSRSl e T e What o o part o st < = P
planned central urban districts (main districts) with recognizable e s e PORS o iy ETcaracteiis with the dens density of POPS i realzed? characteristies with the density of POPS implementation areas confirm that POPS could
L relized POPS Where ar the most dens POPS areas located within th district? realied POPS } i )
urban identities. Their development is concentrated in the most densely ‘Central urban district [+ + ] + - T+ ]+ ]+ be associated with the urbanity,
ey a4 s L o) Recognizablo urban identity + |+ |+ | + | | = |mthevicinity of main (biggest) public squarec + [+ [+ ]+ . . N N
pop . v and cial city districts Planned city distrct ¥+ | [+ [ e ——— A centrality, and identity of a city. identified
X . . ) = 3
(Downtown. The development of POPS.can only be partally inked t0 the oldest historical | 8 [ ooimanly b i Gowmown T [ | |2 [ e maimcty sven oo main o) RN wban factors that affect the POPS development are
districts. 3 [ Dominantly commercial area [ [t || {2 e viciniy of sinifcant buidings (andmarks, conic buildings T | + | +- |+ ) A 1 o @
. L L . £ niributions to previous rescarch as well as to the
The densest POPS areas (district part) coincide with high-rise high-density | 2o e populaion it orciy + [+ [+ [+ | | [ vicnity ofman Giggsn) ok ooty ] - |- cew ) )

- RIS (5] presymemey [+ [ - [ = | |5 intetigs popioncemiyars e - implementation practices and will be crucial in the following
urban morphology and are located in close proximity to L3 Bigaes disricdregion of Ciy B In the hisorical ore - -] - investigation in determining the urbanistic criteria of POPS
iconic (public) buildings that define a neighbourhood's unique identity. Also, POPS arc Dominanly resdental st W - | - b R
commonly situated adjacent to well-known public spaces, along the waterfronts and by the main T S

city avenues.
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