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Abstract 
Background The Blue Mountains park is situated in the municipality of Wageningen. The province of 

Gelderland has been working on the Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen project to improve the accessibility 

of Wageningen in general and foster economic opportunities. A part of this project is the placement 

of a new bicycle path that will be next to the Blue Mountains park. Aim Due to the placement of the 

new bicycle path and concerns about the safety of the park, the province sees an opportunity for 

revising the park. Moreover, they are interested in the use of public involvement, have concerns about 

safety, interested in including health and want to maintain biodiversity. Purpose The purpose of this 

consultancy project is to provide insights into the perceptions of Wageningen residents on the Blue 

Mountains park. Therefore, the consultancy team strives to find out what contributing and restraining 

factors are influencing the use of the park in relation to Positive Health. Methods A questionnaire was 

created and distributed in several ways. After closing, the closed answers were statistically analysed 

and the open answers were openly and inductively coded. For the participatory part of this research, 

three sessions were held in the Blue Mountains park. To analyse the outcomes of these sessions, all 

written products and the fieldnotes were used to perform inductive, open coding. Results Most 

people visited the park more than once a week or once a week, and many people walk their dog there. 

The most important outcomes concerned cleanliness, maintenance, clarity about the rules in the park 

and the project, protection of biodiversity and the discussion about off and on leash dogs. 

Furthermore, safety was overall not raised to be a concern, only a reason for several people to not 

visit the park as it felt dark and closed off. Moreover, the participants wished that the park size would 

not be decreased. Conclusion The Wageningen residents wish for more clarity, especially on the off 

and on leash dog issue. A possible solution could be a separate area for off leash dogs. Furthermore, 

information about the project should be more accessible for people, since they are not aware where 

to find this information. Additionally, the Wageningen residents are eager to contribute and wish to 

be taken seriously. Therefore, it is advised to apply the participatory approach more often and to keep 

residents involved. 
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Glossary 
Axial coding Is a qualitative research technique that relates data together in order to reveal 

categories, codes and subcategories within the collected data. It is a way to create 

links between data. 

Bonferroni correction Influences the significance to counteract false positives when conducting multiple 

statistical tests at once, which happens with the Kruskal-Wallis test.  

Cronbach’s alpha Measures how well different questions (from the questionnaire) are answered in the 

same way. A higher Cronbach’s alpha (>0.7) means that different questions were 

answered similarly and that the questions represent the same concept.  

Demographics Meaning the statistical data of the research population and particular groups within 

it. 

Dependent variable Is the variable that is being researched, observed and recorded and might change 

when the independent variable changes. 

Descriptive statistics Gives a brief description that summarises a given data set. It shows the sample of the 

population that filled in the questionnaire.  

df ‘df’ means degrees of freedom, meaning the maximum number of logically 

independent values in the data sample. It is included for statistical accuracy.  

External validity  Means if the results can be generalised to the whole population.  

Independent variable Is about the cause and its value is independent of other variables in the study. 

Inductive coding This uses a bottom-up approach, in which you make up codes from the data. Meaning 

that you read through the data and come up with codes during the reading.  

Inter-coder reliability Is about the agreement between different coders regarding how the same data 

should be coded. 

Item One question in the questionnaire.  

Jottings Short notes that are written quickly. 

Kruskal-Wallis test Is a statistical test to determine whether there is a difference between the 

distributions of answers in populations samples with more than 2 groups, used when 

data is not normally distributed.  

Mann Whitney U test Is a statistical test to determine whether there is a difference between the 

distributions of answers in populations samples with 2 groups, used when data is not 

normally distributed.  

Mean   The mean is the average or the most common value in a group of numbers. 

Mean rank (MR)  Is the arithmetic (mathematics) average of the positions in the list. 

Median   The middle number in a sequence of numbers. 

Mode For a frequency distribution, is the value or class that occurs most often. 

n The ‘n’ represents the number of people in the sample size. 

Normal distribution Is a dataset in which values show more frequency near the mean, it shows that data 

near the mean are more frequent in occurrence than data far from the mean. 
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Open coding Often the first step in the coding process, where the data will be broken down in 

separate parts and codes will be created from it.  

Ordinal variable Are variables that have natural, ordered categories, while the distances between 

these categories are not known. 

Parametric tests Are tests that make assumptions about the parameters of the population distribution 

(for example that it is normally distributed) from which the sample is drawn. 

Participants People who joined the participatory sessions. 

Positionality The personal background, views, values and identity of a person that can influence 

the research. 

Principal Component A procedure that is used to reduce a size of a large data sets to by grouping items into  

Analysis (PCA) smaller variables, used for easier data analysis. 

 

P-value (p) This value determines whether a statistical test is significant. In this report p=.05, 

which means that every p-value below 0.05 shows that there is a relationship 

between different variables. 

Qualitative research Research focused on collecting and analysing non-numerical data, with  
   differing methods such as interviews 

Quantitative research Research focused on collecting and analysing numerical data with differing - 
   methods, such as surveys 

r Is short for the correlation coefficient. Meaning, it is a measure of the closeness of an 

association. It is used to express effect sizes, meaning that 0.1 indicates weak effect 

and value of 0.3 medium effect, whereas 0.5 or higher indicates strong effect. 

Respondents People who filled in the questionnaire. 

Selective coding  Refers to the final stage of the data analysis process, which is completed after core 

concepts emerging from the coded data categories and subcategories have been 

identified through open and/or axial coding. 

Significance (p) The likelihood that an observed difference could have occurred just by random 

chance. The lower the significance, the less random chance there is.  

Standardized test Used to compare results to a “normal” population. 

statistic   

Taxonomic analysis Is an analytical procedure that results in an organization of categories and that 

describes their relationships. 

Triangulation Is the use of multiple methods or data sources in research to develop a more 

comprehensive understanding. 

U Shortened for outcome of Mann Whitney U test. Statistic reflects the difference 

between two rank totals in statistics.  

Variables  A variable is any characteristic, concept, number, or quantity that can be measured 

   or counted. 

Z-score Describes a relationship of a value to the mean of a group of values. It allows cross-

study comparisons when scales are different.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Blue Mountains park is situated in the municipality of Wageningen in the province of Gelderland. 

This park is situated between Nijenoord Allee, the Wageningen University and Research (WUR) and 

the Idealis ‘sterflats’ of Dijkgraaf and Bornsesteeg (Map 1). The province of Gelderland has been 

working on the Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen project. The aim of this project is to adjust and expand 

the roads between Mansholtlaan and the Nijenoord Allee to improve the accessibility of Wageningen 

in general and foster economic opportunities (Provincie Gelderland, n.d.). A part of this project is the 

placement of a new bicycle path that will be next to the Blue Mountains park.  

Map 1. Map of the Blue Mountains park in Wageningen. 

1.2 Problem statement 

Due to the already in program project of the new bicycle lane, the province of Gelderland saw the 

opportunity to improve the park. Additionally, preliminary signals were received about safety 

concerns of the park. Due to this signal, the perception of the province is that if the situation at the 

park is not improved, the park is not utilised to its full potential. The revision of the roads and safety 

concerns led the province and the municipality of Wageningen to the wish to improve the feeling of 

safety if these concerns actually exist, and providing and improving elements of Positive Health while 

still maintaining the current level of biodiversity. The broad problem could be tackled by new, 

scientifically researched insights into the current state of the park. 

Furthermore, there is limited data concerning the current situation. Thus, verification of the feelings 
of unsafety and knowledge regarding perceptions of the park is needed. It is therefore necessary to 
understand the needs and wants of Wageningen residents concerning the park in the context of 
health, wellbeing, safety and the planned cycling path. 
 

1.3 Aims 
As mentioned above, due to the placement of the new bicycle path and concerns about the safety of 

the park, the province sees an opportunity for revising the park. There are several aspects the province 

wants and needs to include in the possible revision. These aspects include the pillars of  Positive Health 

which are bodily functioning, mental well-being, quality of life, meaningfulness participation and daily 

functioning. Other than that, they are interested in the use of public involvement and maintaining 

biodiversity. Due to the lack of expertise on biodiversity specifically among the consultants, 
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maintaining the biodiversity of the park it is not part of the main goal but is important to be considered 

on a general level. Building public health policy has received increasing attention over the last few 

decades. Hubley & Copeman (2018) state that building healthy public policy directs policy makers to 

include health considerations in their decisions and to take responsibility for how their policies can 

affect health. Additionally, the shift from green space development being government dominated to 

involving civic society has several benefits (Leroy & Arts, 2006). Possible benefits of public involvement 

in green space planning for the province and municipality are better decisions and more creative 

solutions. Furthermore, it ensures culturally and logistically appropriate research, increases the 

quality of outputs and increases the sustainability of project goals beyond funded time frames (Jagosh 

et al., 2012). For residents, possible benefits are higher satisfaction in their safety, health and well-

being, more empowerment related to the possibility to participate in urban planning projects, and 

increased use (Fors et al., 2015). Additionally, the Environment Act in The Netherlands states that 

zoning plans must be created in a participatory form from the very beginning (OpenRecht, 2020).  

1.4 Project purpose and research questions 
The purpose of this consultancy project is to provide insights into the perceptions of Wageningen 

residents on the Blue Mountains park. Therefore, the consultancy team strives to find out what 

contributing and restraining factors are influencing the use of the park in relation to Positive Health. 

Based on the purpose, the main research question is:  

What do Wageningen residents perceive as contributing or restraining factors for utilising the Blue 

Mountains park for Positive Health? 

The sub-questions to answer the main research question are: 

SQ1. What are the current perceptions of Wageningen residents on the Blue Mountains park?  

SQ2. Which factors of park-settings facilitate Positive Health for Wageningen residents?  
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2. Theoretical framework 

2.1 Questionnaire 

2.1.1 Gobster and Westphal’s dimensions (2004) 
The focus of the questionnaire is to analyse the perception of Wageningen residents of the current 

state of the Blue Mountains park. To evaluate these perceptions, this project relies on the dimensions 

identified by Gobster and Westphal (2004). Their article ‘The human dimensions of urban greenways: 

planning for recreation and related experiences’ identified different dimensions that human beings 

perceive in green spaces and how they use these spaces. The dimensions are cleanliness, naturalness, 

aesthetics, safety, access, and appropriateness of development. These six dimensions are at the basis 

of the questionnaire, except for ‘appropriateness of development’, which is not included as the area 

is not undergoing official development as of now.  

Cleanliness, such as the condition and maintenance of the park, is one of the most fundamental 

dimensions, which is seen as one of the top priorities. Naturalness is about how natural environment, 

vegetation and wildlife and the experience of the park lead to your personal enjoyment and use. This 

encloses vegetation and wildlife, which have an impact on the experience of the person. The 

aesthetics dimension focuses on the effect that the environment has on the viewer, about their 

perception of factors such as beauty, scenery, as well as peace and solitude. This dimension is about 

the emotions perceived from the park. The dimension of safety will be one of the most important 

dimensions of this project, because of the existing concerns. Safety in a natural area can be physical 

and personal. Physical safety is the one perceived on physical action, such as pollution, while personal 

safety entails more criminal activities, drug and alcohol use and shelter for homeless people (Gobster 

& Westphal, 2004). As safety is one of the most important dimensions, existing questions from 

literature were used to enhance this dimension. Wang et al. (2022) have researched the safety of 

urban parks, considering the following factors: dark or obstructed space, worry of encounters with 

dangerous people, feeling of discomfort, feelings of being alone and scared, which were included in 

the questionnaire. 

2.2 Participatory sessions 

2.2.1 Nature and health 
It is generally accepted that in most cases, nature has a positive effect on well-being (Kaplan & Kaplan, 

1989; Ulrich et al., 1991). Maas (2006) shows that there is a positive association between the 

percentage of green space in the neighbourhood and the perceived general health of the inhabitants, 

and therefore advises green space to have a more central place in spatial planning policy. The number 

and quality of urban parks is becoming increasingly important and their influence on the quality of 

urban life is becoming clearer (Chiesura, 2004; Konijnendijk et al., 2013). Urban parks can create 

spaces where psychological well-being and physical health could be increased. This can be done via 

nature experience, relaxation, and social contacts (Voigt et al., 2014). Swierad & Huang (2018) state 

that when designing or transforming urban parks, the human need for connection to loved ones, 

community, self and nature needs to be incorporated on multiple levels. This way the park usage and 

the (consequent) health benefits can be maximalised. 

2.2.2 Positive health 
Additionally, it is important to explain what ‘health’ entails, as many debates on the definition exist. 

In 1948, the World Health Organisation (WHO) formulated a definition of health, stating: “Health is a 

state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or 
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infirmity” (Kühn et al., 2017; p. 887). Concerns are raised about definitions being too negative and 

what it means to be ‘completely’ healthy (for example that you are not healthy if you have a disability 

but feel healthy). These concerns led to a reformulation by Huber et al. (2011) which resulted in the 

development of the concept of Positive health.  

Positive Health is a concept that shows a broad perspective on health explained in six pillars (Huber et 

al., 2014). It is based on the general concept of health “as the ability to adapt and to self-manage" as 

described by Huber et al. (2011, p. 2). The six pillars of Positive Health are bodily functions, mental 

well-being, meaningfulness, quality of life, participation, and daily functioning. These pillars do not 

have clear, defined definitions, but can be explained by their underlying aspects. For example, the 

dimension of meaningfulness can be described as having a meaningful life, having a zest for a life, 

pursuing ideals, feeling confident, accepting life, being grateful and the possibility of life-long learning. 

The aspects of the other pillars can be found in the spiderweb in Figure 1. The spiderweb is an 

instrument that visualizes these six pillars and their associated aspects. It can be used by people to 

outline their own health (Institute for Positive Health, 2021), but it can also be used in bigger contexts 

as done in the ‘Integral model for Positive Health and living environment’ made by the Louis Bolk 

Institute (Staps & van Wietmarschen, 2020). However, it should be noted that the concept Positive 

Health and the spiderweb tool are not meant to measuring health, instead they should be used as a 

tool to start a conversation about health and well-being (Institute for Positive Health, 2021).   

Positive Health is useful for integrating health as an important pillar in the possible redesigning of the 

park. Because of its broad context and its applicability on the level of neighbourhoods, it creates a 

good framework in which the results of the participatory research can be analysed and categorized. 

Moreover, within governmental agencies the concept of Positive Health is upcoming and used more 

often as a framework (Publieke Gezondheidszorg in Gelderland-Midden, 2021).  Therefore, Positive 

Health is the preferred framework to use for the commissioner.  

 

 
Figure 1. The Positive Health web that includes the six pillars of Positive Health and related aspects that fall under each 

pillar (Institute for Positive Health, 2021). 
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2.2.3 Participation  
Since the start of the new century, citizen participation has become a vital part of (inter)national and 

local governance (Snel et al., 2015; Jager-Vreugdenhil, 2012). In the context of The Netherlands, a shift 

from a welfare state to a so-called ‘participation state’ is visible. This means that so-called civil society 

should be self-reliant and actively participating in society (Schinkel, 2010; Snel et al., 2015). The 

definition of participation is not self-evident, as it includes multiple meanings and levels. For instance, 

Edelebos and Monnikhof (2001) formulate in the Dutch context five stages of participation, starting 

with informing (‘informeren’) and ending with co-deciding (‘meebeslissen’), to illustrate the different 

levels of interactive policy. Moreover, participation can be organized by the government but can also 

be a citizens’ initiative. 

The role of citizen participation is also noticeable in research methods and implementation of policy. 

Participatory research is different from more traditional academic research because it is not making 

the people objects of the research but sees them as active participants in society who produce 

knowledge (McTaggart, 1991). Participants from different societal groups can come together to 

collaborate on a particular concern (MacDonalds, 2012). Ideally, the needs of the people are 

prioritized, and sustainable outcomes are aimed for (Ramalingam, 2013). Robert Chambers (1994) 

describes that participation methods lead to the feeling of empowerment of local people, due to the 

local ownership of the project. Ultimately, the research is predominantly based on practical evidence 

and local knowledge.  

2.2.4 Theory U 
The variety of participation methods is endless, and not in the scope of this report. Therefore, an 

elaboration will only be made on Theory U. The latter has been coined by Otto Scharmer and is a 

theory containing five steps to ‘design a new reality’ by collaborating with other people. The goal of 

Theory U is systematic and transformational change, which is illustrated by the letter U. The theory 

integrates ideas from civil society movements and mindfulness. Moreover, elements of participatory 

research are prioritized in Theory U, such as the use of local knowledge to create positive change. 

Theory U fits this project as it provides an extensive theoretical explanation of how change can occur 

through collaboration. Moreover, by its focus on using all senses and feeling, Theory U is particularly 

useful in the context of a park. Theory U is a tool to encourage participants to use an empathetic form 

of listening and being open to other people's ideas. Participants should be compassionate to others, 

keep a curious attitude and think outside the box (Scharmer, 2018). 

Three ideas are central to the theory. First, Scharmer (2018) highlights that all social relationships can 

influence one’s pattern of thinking. Secondly, this system of social relations can lead to a particular 

action. Third, it was argued that one needs to find a deeper level of awareness about these social 

relations and personal thinking patterns in order to resolve problems and reach systematic change.  

The level of attention and thought should be deepened, going down in the curve of the U by opening 

the inner heart, mind and will. Then, one is not only stuck in past patterns (‘downloading’) but create 

a new social reality in which one performs new actions (Figure 2).  



12 

 

  
Figure 2. Workshop structure: Theory U (Pearson et al., 2018) 

To translate Theory U into tangible activities, ‘Arts-based methods for transformative engagement’ by 

Pearson et al. (2018) is used. The four different exercises in the participatory sessions, further 

explained in the method section, resemble the five different steps of Theory U: 

1. Convening: clarifying the shared intention, the goal of the session and formulating critical 

questions. Listening to oneself, others and emerging thoughts is key in this part of the process.  

2. Observing: critically reflect on the current system and getting out of your own thinking 

patterns by absorbing new ideas with an open mind and heart.  The focus is on understanding 

the current situation for each person and for the group as a whole. 

3. Reflecting: Theory U emphasises that in order for transformative steps to take root, it is 

essential to plan time for reflection, to relate with a deeper, generative awareness, and to 

permit unfamiliar points of view by keeping an open mind, heart and will. This contributes to 

the growth of new interpretations and new insights. 

4. Acting: a prototype of the new future is formed by creating, acting and testing practical plans 

for putting the new ideas of the previous steps into action (Pearson et al., 2018). 

5. Harvesting: entails consolidating, and summarising lessons learned, reflections, insights, and 

plans in preparation for incorporating them into daily life. Moreover, the main take-aways of 

the session are gathered (Scharmer, 2018; Pearson et al., 2018). 

By using the methods of Pearson et al. (2018), the outputs of the participatory sessions are art-based. 

Increasingly, participants in behavioural and social sciences research engage in social relationships 

through creative ways. In the current cultural climate, qualitative researchers are encouraged to 

consider the types of literacy they promote and reconceive what is considered research data (Wang 

et al., 2017). Art-based methods in research adapt and incorporate principles of creative ways that 

can be used during data collection, analysis, interpretation, and research dissemination (Van der Vaart 

et al., 2018).  The opportunities and advantages of art-based methods for participatory research have 

been discussed at length in literature. Studies have examined the role of art in participatory 

development (e.g., Cleveland, 2011; Coemans et al., 2015; Michelkevičius, 2019) such as nurturing rich 

diversity across social design methodologies (Akama & Yee, 2016), participatory construction in which 

power relations are more evenly distributed between participants and researchers (Brown, 2022); and 

focusses on the needs of the participants and not the researchers (Miettinen et al., 2016).  
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3. Research methods 

3.1 Questionnaire 

3.1.1 Questionnaire creation and distribution 
A questionnaire was created to get baseline measurements of the five dimensions of Gobster & 

Westphal (2004) outlined in the theoretical framework. First, demographics questions were asked 

about gender, age, neighbourhood, the frequency of visits and reasons to go to the park. These 

descriptive questions were derived from Ak et al. (2014). This was followed by ten questions which 

focused on the Gobster and Westphal (2004) dimensions with answer options according to a five-

point Likert scale. The questions regarding safety were based on the paper of Wang et al. (2022). One 

accessibility question was added, based on the experiences of the consultants in the park, that there 

might be some unclarity about where the entrances of the park are. Three open questions were asked 

in the questionnaire, about why people do not visit the park, their main reason for going to the park 

and if there were any additional comments about the park. Respondents answering the questionnaire 

were asked to read a consent statement and agree with the statement to be able to participate. The 

consent statement included an explanation of how the data was stored and anonymised, and how 

participants can receive the final results. Additionally, a check was done to see if the questionnaire 

was easily readable. This was done to make sure more illiterate persons were still able to understand 

and fill in the questionnaire. 

To get as many respondents for the questionnaire as possible, it was distributed in several ways. QR-

codes were made, which were put on flyers and posters. These were handed out in the park, delivered 

by nearby houses through the letterbox, and hung up in the park, supermarket, swimming pool and 

the ‘sterflats’ Bornsesteeg and Dijkgraaf. Distribution was mostly focused on nearby neighbourhoods, 

being: Wageningen Universiteit, Noordwest, De Horsten and De Weiden en Boomgaarden (map 2). It 

was expected that most users of the park lived nearby, and it was unrealistic to distribute flyers and 

posters in all of Wageningen due to the short time period. Additionally, the QR-codes/link to the 

questionnaire were posted on several forms of social media, namely the province Gelderland website, 

Facebook, student-building WhatsApp groups and the Nextdoor app. The questionnaire was online 

for a week, after which we closed it so that the answers could be analysed. For the statistical analysis 

SPSS version 28 was used (2021).  

Map 2. Map of the neighbourhoods that are near the park.  
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3.1.2 Statistical methods used 
Several statistical methods for data analysis were used that will be elaborated upon in this section. 

Cronbach’s alpha was used in order to check the internal consistency (reliability) of a set of items 

(questions), to see if they consistently measured the same. This means that Cronbach's alpha was used 

to combine different question answers to see if they measure the same concept, which increases the 

internal validity. A higher Cronbach’s alpha (>0.7) means that the answers were coherent and 

therefore more reliable. In this questionnaire only multiple questions for safety were designed to 

measure the same, therefore only these questions are relevant to check for a Cronbach’s Alpha. 

Additionally, a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was undertaken. This was done to see if groupings 

could be made amongst the items/questions in the questionnaire. Meaning, it was checked if there 

were questions that had measured the same concept/variable.  

Median and mode was used for analysis of the general results. It is recommended to do so because 

the mean is not generally suitable for a five-point Likert scale. This scale can be used as an ordinal 

scale, but the numbers corresponding to the answer numbers are not a true representation of the 

scale (Boone & Boone, 2012). For additional statistical analysis, two different non-parametric tests 

were used since it could not be proven that the data was normally distributed, meaning that it might 

not be generalisable to the whole population. Mann Whitney U tests were used for analysing 

differences between variables consisting of two groups and their responses, such as gender 

(man/woman) and neighbourhood the respondents lived in (surrounding neighbourhoods / 

somewhere else in Wageningen). The Kruskal-Wallis test was used when the dependent variable had 

three or more groups, such as number of visits and age. If significant differences between groups were 

recognized (table 1 in appendix I), further, pairwise comparison was executed, which allowed more 

in-depth analysis of differences within group responses. Adjusted significance using Bonferroni 

correction was applied to the results to counteract the false positives due to executing multiple 

statistical tests simultaneously when performing a Kruskal-Wallis analysis. 

3.1.3 Open question analysis 
The three open questions were meant to be complementary, therefore no formal coding structure 

was followed. The answers were coded inductively by one consultant, in two rounds, to integrate the 

codes that came up during the process. After the consultant was finished, another consultant looked 

over the coding, differences were discussed and integrated in the coded text. 

3.2 Participatory session 
For the participatory sessions, three sessions were held in the Blue Mountains park. At the end of the 

questionnaire, a link for the sign-up sheet could be found. Additionally, a separate QR code and an 

email address was on the flyers, posters and websites. The consultants selected three days, two in the 

afternoon and one in the evening, to which participants could reply to their availability. Due to a lack 

of applications on one afternoon session, this session was cancelled. An email was sent to the 

participants with details about the date and time, spoken language, the location. It was requested to 

send a confirmation, information about allergies and if they needed a chair to sit in the park. In 

preparation of the session, a script with text, schedule and grocery list were made.  

Before the participation sessions, materials for supporting each stage of participatory session were 

prepared. The materials were A1 paper, A3 paper, A4 paper, sticky notes, markers, ribbons, pens, glue, 

pasta, and strings. During the participatory session, snacks and drinks were provided to the 

participants. Chairs and tables were put in the park. During the break there was an opportunity to go 

to the toilet. At the end of the participatory sessions, a chocolate bar was given to each participant as 
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a token of appreciation for their contribution. To provide the materials and food, the consultancy team 

went to a nearby supermarket to do groceries.  

The first participatory session was done on one afternoon with five participants in Dutch. Two sessions 

were done on another evening with six participants divided into two different groups of three using 

Dutch and English language. There were four steps in the participatory session representing the five 

key phases in Theory U. The first one was the hand stencil mandala (representing convening), during 

which the participants introduced themselves and explained their motivation to participate in the 

session. The second step was named evoking the senses (representing observing and reflecting), in 

which the participants walked through the park and wrote down on sticky notes what they heard, 

smelled, saw and felt. Following, the participants had to work together and cluster the post-it's into 

categories, in complete silence. After this, the clusters and the sticky notes were discussed with the 

whole group. The third step was prototyping on a map (representing acting). The participants were 

asked to draw a map of the park in such a way that they would visit the park every day. After this, the 

maps were discussed and the participants could express their views on the park. The last step was the 

closing circle (representing harvesting). The participants could write down take away messages and 

concluding messages they thought were important.  

In each of the four steps, a product was created by the participants including the hand sketches, the 

set of sticky notes, the maps of the park, and the main message or feedback on written papers 

respectively. All the written products then were used as main research data. To formulate questions 

on the Blue Mountain park to be used during the participatory sessions, Appreciative Inquiry (AI) 

method was used. Therefore, questions were asked deliberately in a positive way around affirmative 

topics to ignite constructive dialogue and inspire collective action within organisations and 

communities (Seniwoliba, 2014).  

Before the participatory session began, participants were asked to fill in inform consent forms to 

ensure the privacy of the participant’s data. This consent form was based on a template of the WHO 

for qualitative studies (World Health Organization, 2022). The informed consent form was available in 

Dutch and English. Each participant and consultant wore a name tag during the session. During the 

participatory sessions, the consultants were divided amongst the following roles: a manager for 

leading the session, an assistant for the manager, note takers, a handyman and a time controller. In 

each different participatory session, different consultants would do different roles. Therefore, a script 

was made so each consultant would provide the same information to the participants, which increased 

the reliability of the research. The consultants used the art-based products as the main way to gather 

data. Next to that, fieldnotes were made that included a description of the atmosphere of sessions 

and the surroundings, how the steps were carried out, what had been said and non-verbal 

communication by the participants. To do so, the note-takers made jottings, which were the key words 

and main ideas shared during the sessions. These jottings were written out after the session into 

fieldnotes, which contain more details (Spradley, 1980). 

To analyse the gathered data, the consultants are used inductive coding, consisting of three stages of 

coding: open, axial and selective coding (Gobo, 2008). The open coding existed of selecting written 

text parts and providing this with a particular code next to the written data. It was decided to not code 

methodology related fieldnotes but would use these notes as the base for a reflexive paragraph. As 

four consultants were coding, it was decided to divide the group into two groups who each code 

together, to assure inter-coder reliability. Afterwards, these codes were checked by the other group 

that did the coding, to see if similar codes were used. Small adjustments were made to make sure the 

codes were the same. In the second step ‘axial coding’ was done together with the four consultants. 

Codes were put onto a group of open codes and relations were formed between the codes, which 
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turned into a taxonomic analysis. In selective coding, these axial codes were categorized into head 

categories and sub-categories. In the end, these categories were, if applicable, matched with the 

aspects of the pillars of Positive Health (see Figure 1 for these aspects).  
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4. Results and interpretation of the results 
In this section, results and their interpretation will be discussed. A more in-depth analysis on the 

results for the questionnaire can be found in appendix I. For the open answers from the questionnaire, 

a more in-depth analysis can be found in appendix II. In relation to the participatory sessions, the more 

in-depth analysis of the results can be found in appendix III.  

4.1 Demographics of the questionnaire 
In total 273 people filled in the questionnaire, of which ten responses (n=10) were incomplete and 

were therefore excluded from the analysis, resulting in 263 complete responses. Response 

demographics were 36.5% men (n=96), 62.4% women (n=164), other 0.8% (n=2) and prefer not to say 

0.4% (n=1) (Figure 3). 33.1% of the respondents were aged between 46-65 (n=87), followed by 29.7% 

aged between 26-45 (n=78). Respectively, 20.9% were 18-25 years old (n=55) and 16.3% over 65 years 

old (n=43) (Figure 4). 

  

Figure 3. Gender division.                                                            Figure 4. Age division. 

Out of the 263 of respondents, 78.3% (n=206) lived in the surrounding neighbourhoods (Figure 5). 

Furthermore, 16.7% (n=44) of the total respondents lived somewhere else in Wageningen and 4.9% 

(n=13) outside of Wageningen. The respondents living outside of Wageningen were excluded from the 

rest of the questionnaire questions to assure the validity of the research population, which left the 

overall remaining sample to n=250.  

 

Figure 5. Neighbourhood division. 

As the qualitative part of this research measures the perceptions of the Blue Mountains park, further 

data reduction was done by inquiring the frequency of the visits to the park. If respondents chose 

option of ‘(Almost) never’ when asked how many times they visit the park, they were directed to an 
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open answer field where they could specify the reasons for not visiting. After this, they were excluded 

from the rest of the questionnaire, leaving the remaining sample size to n=165. The open field answers 

were analysed by using qualitative methods and will be discussed later in the report.  

The respondents who chose ‘(Almost) never’ represented 32.3% (n=85) of the sample (Figure 6). 

Additionally, 21.3% (n=56) visited more than once a week, 11.0% (n=29) approximately once a week, 

13.3% (n=35) two to three times a month and 17.1% (n=45) approximately once a month.  

 

Figure 6. Frequency of visits. 

4.2 Questionnaire interpretation 

4.2.1 General 
An overview of the mode and median that shows the statistical questionnaire results can be found in 

appendix IV. The most answered option in the questionnaire concerning the frequency of visits, was 

more than once a week and median once a week. There were differences between the frequency of 

visits based on the neighbourhood the respondents lived in. Those who did live somewhere else in 

Wageningen visited less in contrast to those who lived in the surrounding neighbourhood. The main 

reasons for respondents to go to the park were to move and secondly to relax. Additionally, from the 

open answers it became clear that many people used the park to walk their dog.  

Furthermore, many respondents mentioned their reason for not visiting the park in the open answer 

questions. Most frequent reasons were that the park was not nearby, or they preferred to go 

somewhere else due to other places being more nearby or they liked other places better. Several 

respondents mentioned finding the area boring, uninteresting, too small, or unattractive in general. 

Interestingly, several answers mentioned they did not know the park existed or forgot about it 

because it is hidden. The dislike of dogs in the park was mentioned frequently and the darkness of the 

park in combination with safety considerations were mentioned a few times. 

4.2.2 Cleanliness 
Based on the results of the quantitative questionnaire, most of the respondents considered the park 

to be clean. However, many respondents had chosen a neither dirty nor clean option, when asked 

about cleanliness. Age was a significant factor in determining how the respondents answered. The 

older respondents (46-65 years old) felt that the park was not as clean in contrast to younger ones 

(18-25 years old). Based on some responses in the open answer section, few people mentioned that 

the trash bins are too small, thus fill up quickly, in return causing less cleanliness. A respondent 
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mentioned: “The trash cans should be emptied more often. Now I regularly see magpies that collect 

waste from the full bins, which ends up on the ground.”.  

4.2.3 Naturalness 
Naturalness and nature perceptions were generally scored relatively high in contrast to other 

elements of the park, with most respondents being satisfied with how attractive the nature in the park 

is and were satisfied with the presence of water, grass, trees, paths, and natural light. The respondents 

who visited the park more than once a week, did tend to score the presence of natural light, trees, 

and nature attractiveness higher in comparison to those who visited approximately once a month. 

Furthermore, the younger respondents (18–25 years old) felt more attracted to the park’s nature than 

the older respondents (46–65 years old). Additionally, presence of vegetation was rated positively, 

whereas the presence of wildlife was perceived to be neither little nor much. 

Many respondents from the open answers felt that the overall biodiversity should be maintained or 

improved, specifically to keep it a place for wildlife and to attract insects with flowers. A respondent 

enhances: “Leave it wild, enhance its usefulness for wildlife not people.", and other wishes to “allow 

areas of the open fields to grow a mix of native wildflowers for pollinators. … Install bat boxes and bird 

nesting boxes.”. Generally, men rated presence of the wildlife lower than women, meaning that men 

thought there was less wildlife than women. Additionally in relation to naturalness, one of the most 

frequently mentioned answers from the open questions brought up the issues of the water quality, 

especially concerning blue algae, the smell and general dirtiness. A respondent expresses that “water 

during spring/summer is completely suffering eutrophication or any other process making it blooming 

of algae, which is not nice at all.”. 

4.2.4 Aesthetics / Attractiveness 
Overall, the park was scored to be generally attractive, which is in line with the attraction towards 

nature. The presence of built facilities, such as benches, trash bins and artificial lights were scored as 

neither dissatisfied nor satisfied and overall attraction of the facilities in the park scored neither 

unattractive nor attractive as well. There was significant difference between genders and their 

responses concerning artificial light, where men were more satisfied with the presence of artificial 

lights than women. Based on the open answers, the feelings towards artificial lighting varied, as some 

felt it would increase their respective usage of the park during the night-time, one answerer mentions: 

“Lampposts would also be nice, especially around winter when it gets dark quickly.”. However, an 

equal number of respondents felt the opposite, as they were concerned about the effect of lighting 

towards wildlife. A respondent enhances: “Please do not place light in the park due to nature/animals. 

I will not come there in the evening then, but I don't have to.”.  

Furthermore, the other elements that might have affected the perception of attractiveness was 

neither dissatisfied nor satisfied and dissatisfied opinions concerning the presence of flowers in the 

park, as one respondent stated: “A little more colour through flowers is certainly allowed.”. The 

satisfaction on the presence of flowers was scored higher by respondents who visited the park more 

than once a week in comparison to those who visited once a month. Based on the answers to the 

open-ended questions, multiple respondents found the park to be attractive in general. Especially the 

‘forest feeling’ of the park was found the be a pull-factor, one respondent explained it as: “I love it 

because of the amount of green there is, for such a small park it almost feels like a forest.”. 

Furthermore, some enjoyed the park’s quietness and positive effect on their well-being: “The strong 

vegetation is very valuable to me! It ensures that you really feel like you are in nature, almost as if you 

are in a larger forest. So, a real break / mini retreat from the fast society and any feelings of stress”. 
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Additionally, some respondents would have preferred more benches within the park. A respondent 

says: “But the benches are great! I would even add a few more benches in the grass.”. 

In conclusion, the presence of flowers seems to strongly link both to the naturalness of the park as a 

pollinator and as a place for insects, but also to the element of general attraction towards the park, as 

they have possibility to provide colour.  

4.2.5 Access 
In relation to access, only one question was used in the questionnaire, which concerned the entrances. 

Based on the questionnaire results, the location of entrances was clear within all groups of people. In 

the answers on the open-ended questions, few concerns about the amount, the clarity or the state 

(for example the entrance being muddy) of the entrances were raised. A respondent explained that 

“the entrance from the side of Plantage is really bad, and difficult to enter to when rainy. More 

indications and lights should be there.”.  

4.2.6 Daytime and night-time safety  
Overall, perception of feelings of unsafety were scored low, however those who visited the park more 

often (once or more than once a week) perceived fewer negative feelings about safety than those who 

visited less often. The majority of the respondents did not agree with experiencing dangerous 

encounters, discomfort, being alone or being scared. Respondents neither disagreed nor agreed with 

the park having obstructed and dark spaces. There were multiple differences between how groups 

generally responded. Those who visited the park once a month perceived more dangerous encounters 

and feeling of discomfort contrary to the most regular users.  

Additionally, people who visited less frequently answered differently to the questions concerning 

perceptions of feeling alone. Those who visited the park once a month felt more alone in the park in 

contrast to those who visited weekly or more than once a week. Furthermore, those who visited two 

to three times a month also scored higher in perceptions of being alone in contrast to the respondents 

who visited multiple times a week. Those who visited once a month in contrast to those who visited 

once or more than once a week perceived the park to be scarier. Overall, gender, neighbourhood the 

respondents lived in, nor age had a significant effect how people perceived safety related issues during 

the day, the frequency how much people visited the park had significant effect size on how people 

perceived the park to be, which might suggest some level of correlation between the frequency of 

visits and overall feeling of unsafety. 

The perceptions varied between how the respondents perceived the dark and obstructed places and 

perceptions of being alone during the night compared to daytime replies. The respondents agreed 

that there were dark and obstructed places in the park during the night and neither disagreed nor 

agreed with feeling alone in the park during the night. Additionally, the respondents who visited 

during the night answered in similar ways to those who visited during the day. There were no 

significant differences how separate groups (existing of age, gender, neighbourhood and number of 

visits) responded to the night-time safety perceptions.  

There were few occasional responses on the open-ended questions concerning the overall safety. 

Some answerers stated the park to be secluded, ‘locked up’ or too dark to walk at night. A respondent 

mentioned: “I walk there in the evening, unless it is already dark. Then I don't feel comfortable being 

there and I prefer to walk a larger (better lit) route.”. However, it was mentioned rather often that 

people did not visit the park because it being dark/closed off, implicating to feeling unsafe. A 

respondent explained that “the park has a closed-off character and therefore it does not feel good.”.  
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4.2.7 Dogs 
The questionnaire did not measure any specific perceptions about dogs. However, the open-ended 

question analysis showed that multiple people mentioned dogs in relation to the park. On the one 

hand, the most frequent answer in the open question was that people liked they could have their dogs 

off leash in the park. Often explained as: “I come there because the dog is allowed to run loose there. 

By the way, very happy that dogs can roam free there. There are few areas in our neighbourhood where 

this is possible.”. However, unclarity if dogs could be off leash or should be on leash was mentioned. 

An answerer explains: “It is wonderful to walk through it with the dog as long as I can let her run loose 

for a while. I believe it is now tolerated. Not quite clear, so I come there less, I don't take the risk.”. On 

the other hand, a large group responded that they disliked dogs being off leash, for example because 

they felt like some owners had insufficient control over their dog: “Off-leash dogs have often 

prevented me from going through the park. Many owners have insufficient control over their dogs.”. 

Additionally, it was mentioned often that there was too much dog poop in the park: “Dog owners 

could pick up more poop. Not only for pollution but also against over-fertilization.”. In relation to the 

dogs, it was mentioned a few times that there should be information signs about the park being an 

off or on leash area to make it more clear for users. Someone mentioned: “At the three main entrances 

there should be a clear sign that it is a Dog Friendly Park (off-leash area). Then people who are afraid 

of dogs can choose the North West park or walk around the Blue Mountains.”.  

4.2.8 Maintenance and enforcement 
Concerns about maintenance were expressed in the answers to the open-ended questions. Generally, 

several respondents mentioned that the park needed maintenance because it looked either neglected 

or there was too much trash. Explained by a respondent as “It looks a bit wild and neglected.” and by 

another answerer as “It's nice if the mess can be cleaned up more often...”. Additionally, there were 

several mentions of the paths being muddy and the garbage bins needing to be emptied more often. 

Someone added to this: “Now I regularly see magpies that collect waste from the full bins, which ends 

up on the ground.”. In relation to enforcement, a small number of respondents mentioned the wish 

for more enforcement for the cleaning of dog poop and more assertion on cyclists in the park. A 

respondent mentioned: “More enforcement on cyclists and scooters that regularly drive through the 

park despite the double traffic signs at the entrances of the park.”.  

4.3 Participatory sessions interpretation 

4.3.1 Positive Health analysis 
Regarding the demographics of the participants, most participants joining the sessions identified 

themselves as female. In total, three participants identified themselves as male. Moreover, two 

participants were under 30 years old, six participants between 45 and 65 years old and two older than 

75 years old. 

In the following analysis, the relationship between the park and Positive Health is made. As mentioned 

earlier, the Positive Health web is not a tool to measure how ‘healthy’ someone is, rather, it provides 

a framework of aspects that indicate health in multiple aspects of life (Institute for Positive Health, 

2021). In order to do so, results from the participatory sessions are put under the six pillars of Positive 

Health. It is noticeable that the pillars highly interrelate in this research. Therefore, three divisions 

(two pillars per division) have been made (see figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Pillars of positive health.  

Pillars 1 and 2: Bodily functions and daily functioning 

According to the results of these sessions, the Blue Mountains Park is a place for physical activities 

such as walking (with dogs), moving, sporting and cycling, which can possibly further increase people's 

physical condition. Regarding the accessibility of the park, it was mentioned that the paths are not 

firm enough and benches not high enough for people who are less physically able. Also, there is a 

slight hill in front of one entrance, making the entrance also less accessible. 

Moreover, the park is characterized as a “hidden place" that provides a place for rest, relax and reload 

their energy. This can loosely be interpreted as a place to take care of oneself. During the ‘evoking the 

senses’ exercise, the sounds of nature, such as the birds and branches, were written down as being 

relaxing and peaceful (see figure 8 for example). For some participants, this feeling of calmness was 

disturbed by the found of traffic from the neighbouring road or the dogs in the park.  

 

Figure 8. Part of the sticky notes written during one of the participatory sessions.  

Pillars 3 and 4: Meaningfulness and participation 

For multiple participants joining these participatory sessions was a way to contribute to Wageningen 

via maintaining and improving the park, and society as a whole. The interests of the citizens are 
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deemed important and should in their opinion not be undermined by the priorities of Wageningen 

University or other institutions. As written down during the introducing exercise and ‘closing circle’ 

(see figure 9 for example), the participants ultimately hope that their opinion is taken seriously by the 

province of Gelderland and municipality of Wageningen.  

 

Figure 9. Part of the closing note of one participant of the participatory sessions, mentioning that the participant hopes the 

commissioner will take their opinion seriously.  

Additionally, the park is a place to meet other people or dogs and do fun things, such as reading a 

book or barbecuing. Some participants suggested food and drink facilities, such as a tea house. Others 

wanted more recreational facilities near the pond, such as a beach, long bench or boats for children. 

However, it needs to be kept in mind that the animals or plants should not be harmed, and the size of 

the park should be kept the same or even larger instead of becoming smaller. 

During the participatory sessions, the participants had to collaborate and share ideas. What came 

forward in the dog discussions is that the participants have different or similar ideals they like to 

pursue regarding the park. Eventually, bridges were built between different opinions and 

compromises had to me made. This search for compromises was especially visible in discussing 

whether the park should become an off leash or on leash place for dogs. Therefore, making separate 

places in the park for on and off leash dogs (separated by for instance blackberry bushes) was drawn 

onto their maps and discussed several times (see figure 10 for example). Related, better 

communication between the park visitors could be stimulated when rules about dogs and cyclers were 

made clearer. Then, everyone can use the same guidelines and educate each other about the rules. 

 

Figure 10. Map drawn during one of the participatory sessions showing both a place for off-leash dogs (red enclosed) and for 

on-leash dogs.  
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Pillars 5 and 6: Mental well-being and quality of life 

The Positive Health pillars do not make an explicit link between the relation between health and 

nature. The relationship between mental well-being and the Blue Mountains park was also not 

explicitly discussed during the participatory sessions. However, one participant did mention that the 

park has positive effects on her overall wellbeing.  

When the participants had to use all their senses during the sessions, the Blue Mountains park and its 

nature evoked feelings of happiness, enjoyment, warmth and calmness. These feelings can all be 

categorized under the pillars of mental wellbeing and the quality of life, in which similar aspects such 

as feeling good and cheerful are mentioned. However, some participants experience a feeling of 

unsafety or are scared in the park, predominantly caused by dogs that do not have good recall being 

off leash.  

Moreover, for participants, joining these sessions was a way to influence what will happen with the 

park, especially regarding the regulations on dogs and the park size (see figure 11 for example). This 

could loosely be categorized as wanting to be in control on the future of the park and therefore 

influencing the mental well-being.  

 

Figure 11: The hand stencil mandala of one of the participants showing their interest in joining the participatory session.  

4.3.2 Other aspects 
During the participatory sessions, the cleanliness of the park was an important point of discussion, as 

it was mentioned during all three sessions. Cleanliness in the park is related to needing to clean and 

maintain the dirty pond and ditches, unkept paths, trash, emptying trash bins, dog poop and the 

natural environment of the park. Interestingly, there were two different opinions about natural trash, 

including broken branches and leaves on the ground. Some people found it annoying and mentioned 

that it complicated their walks in the park. However, others liked it as being part of the high density 

of natural elements, referring to the overgrown nature of the park as “beautiful sprawl”. 

The presence of different flora and fauna in the park attracts different types of people to come to the 

park. It was mentioned by the different age groups who participated in the participatory session that 

birds, mammals, insects, different kinds of trees, plants, grass, and leaves were pleasant to them when 
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they visited the park. People have strong opinions about the current biodiversity in the park, that it 

should not be disturbed but needs to be maintained properly as “a small pearl" or “natural historical 

monument”. Therefore, reducing the park size because of the development project in the area is not 

preferable. 

As already touched upon earlier, there is unclarity on particular aspects of the park. It is noticeable 

that, first, there are no clear signs at the entrance to the park, which makes the accessibility of the 

park difficult. Second, there are no clear rules about off leash and on leash dogs and cyclers in the 

park. Almost all participants agreed that the rules of the park were not clear and should be 

communicated better and acted upon. Third, multiple participants asked who owns the park or is 

responsible for the maintenance of the park. Fourth, there was unclarity about the Beter Bereikbaar 

Wageningen project, park size and buildings near the park. For example, someone brought a 

newspaper article to the session, to ask the consultants questions about the bike path. 

4.4 Differences and similarities 
Due to the quantitative and qualitative research assessing different sub-research questions, it is not 

possible to cross-analyse all emerged interpretations. Furthermore, the nature of quantitative data in 

contrast to the qualitative outputs differ, as the questionnaire was intended to measure general 

perceptions and the participatory research more in-depth viewpoints of the park. However, general 

comparisons can be made, especially when using the questionnaire answers from the open-ended 

questions.  

4.4.1 Differences 
Firstly, during the participatory sessions, the aspects of cleanliness and maintenance were 

predominantly present, saying that trash and natural trash should be more cleaned. Noticeable, the 

respondents in the questionnaire reported overall cleanliness of the park to be sufficient. However, 

there was significant differences between age groups. Especially the younger population felt the park 

is cleaner in contrast to the older population. Interestingly, most of the participants of the 

participatory session were 46 years or older, which in turn might have an explanatory effect on why 

issues concerning cleanliness were raised more strongly during the sessions.  

Secondly, regarding artificial light in the park, men were in the questionnaire overall more satisfied 

with the current availability of artificial light than women. In the open-ended questions, the answers 

were more divided. Artificial light was mentioned more in relation to keeping biodiversity (mostly to 

not disturb wildlife) and overall safety of the park. During the participatory sessions, some participants 

did not want more artificial light, because they did not want to lose the ‘hidden’ atmosphere of the 

park. However, the topic of artificial light was not raised often in the participatory sessions. 

4.4.2 Similarities 
In the participatory sessions, similar topics and themes were raised as in the answers to the open-

ended questions of the questionnaire. Firstly, similar arguments were raised regarding the discussion 

on dogs being off leash or on leash, and cleanliness of the dog poop in the park. Secondly, the rules 

concerning the dogs and cyclists were deemed to be unclear. Thirdly, the park is experienced as a 

quiet place to relax and reduce stress. Some respondents and participants said that the park is good 

for their overall well-being. Fourthly, the dog poop, dirty pond and ditches were regular concerns that 

emerged. Additionally, maintenance and the size of the trash bins were brought up on multiple 

occasions. These opinions were also supported by the data gathered from the questionnaire, where 

people had rated the general attraction of the facilities to be neither unattractive nor attractive. 

Fifthly, it was important for the participants and respondents that the size of the park would not 

decrease, and that the biodiversity would be increased or at least maintained. Especially nature, such 
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as the bushes and trees were appreciated. Furthermore, animals should not be harmed, by for 

instance placing artificial light to the park. Related, some residents preferred the park to stay wild, 

rough and participants advocated for a ‘forest like’ feeling, however, some wanted the natural trash 

to be better maintained. Based on the questionnaire, respondents were generally satisfied with the 

vegetation. However, the presence of flowers was deemed to be unsatisfactory. Respondents who 

visited less were less satisfied to the flowers in contrast to those who visited more often. From the 

answers to the open-ended questions in the questionnaire, people explained they liked to see more 

flowers for pollinators and to add colour to the park. 

Lastly, the safety of the park was overall not raised to be a major concern. This was supported by the 

questionnaire answers, where no differences between how people answered based on gender, age or 

neighbourhood was found.  Most respondents disagreed with statements of feeling unsafe in the park. 

However, some respondents of the open-ended questions answered that they do not come to the 

park because of the dark and hidden character. An interesting contradiction is noticeable. The hidden 

aspects of the park are thus for some people seen as negatively. However, the hidden aspect of the 

park is by others thought of as its charm. Moreover, in the participatory sessions and open-ended 

questions from the questionnaire, issues regarding safety were brought up in the context of off leash 

dogs that do not have good recall.  
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5. Discussion 

5.1 Comparison to existing literature 
It is well-established in research that nature has positive effect on well-being (Kaplan & Kaplan,1989; 

Ulrich et al.,1991). However, access to urban parks is more difficult in cities (Jabbar et al., 2021). Some 

respondents of the questionnaire stated that they do not visit the park because they live far away or 

do not like nature. Furthermore, respondents stated that it was clear where the entrances of the park 

were.  However, the participatory sessions showed that the entrances are not clear enough and that 

the park is difficult to find. If people cannot find the park it is not possible for the park to have an effect 

on health and well-being because there is a positive association between green space in the 

neighbourhood and the perceived general health of the inhabitants (Maas, 2006; Jabbar et al., 2021). 

When using citizen participation in science, participants from different societal groups can come 

together to collaborate on particular concerns (MacDonalds, 2012). This was also the case in the 

participatory sessions of this research, where people with different genders, physical abilities, ages 

and opinions about dogs came together to discuss their perceptions of the park. From the 

participatory sessions, participants mentioned that the current flora and fauna in the park 

complement and support each other and is very much appreciated. This is in line with previous 

research where it is indicated that green space has an important factor in environment and should be 

prioritized (Maas, 2006). 

Participants liked that the park is a place to meet other people or dogs, relax and do fun things, such 

as reading a book or enjoying bird and wind sounds. These activities fall under all Positive Health pillars 

and correspond with previous research, which shows that nature experience, relaxation and social 

contacts is important for psychological well-being and physical health (Voigt et al., 2014; Swierad & 

Huang, 2018).  

First of all, it is important to note that most respondents answered negatively to the statements of 

feeling ‘unsafe’ in the Blue Mountains park and there were no differences between different groups. 

However, a natural area can be perceived differently by different gender groups. What might be 

related to this is the different perceptions of artificial light in the park. Respondents who were women 

were less satisfied with the artificial light than men, and the most answered option was neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied. When it comes to safety in urban parks, gender plays a vital role, where 

generally, women feel less safe in urban parks than men (Polko et al., 2021). Answerers of the open-

ended question of why they do not go to the park stated that some people do not go because they do 

not feel safe, or that they found the park dark, gloomy and were intimidated. This is in line with Polko 

et al. (2021) which states that vegetation in the park plays a vital role in safety perceptions. Usually 

high and covering vegetation is perceived as being less safe, as it gives less visibility and might block 

potential escape routes. Therefore, more maintained and cut vegetation is preferred and is perceived 

as safer. This did not come up in the participatory sessions.  

The different perceptions of safety can also be applied to different age groups. Elderly people are 

usually more afraid of urban parks, even though their risk of violence is usually low (Doğrusoy et al., 

2017). This was not shown in this research. However, there was a difference in how the different ages 

perceived the cleanliness of the park. The older population felt that the park was less clean compared 

with the youngest age group. This is in line with previous research, which shows that older people are 

more perceptive about the maintenance of urban parks, they expect the space to be clean and the 

condition of the facilities to be good (Kimic et al., 2022). Women are more prone and caring about the 
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cleanliness of a park, according to a study conducted by Braçe et al. (2021). This did not come out of 

the research. 

5.2 Strengths & limitations 
In this section strengths and limitations in relation to the used methods will be discussed, which will 

help interpreting the results of this study. One of the main strengths of this project is that both 

quantitative and qualitative research have been performed and where applicable results have been 

integrated, meaning triangulation has taken place. Although different research results are more 

challenging to combine together, triangulation does reduce the biases that can arise when only one 

research method has been used and it improves reliability of the results. Moreover, triangulation 

made it able to come to integrative conclusions were several results could be related to each other.   

For the questionnaire, a Likert scale was used to measure several concepts. A strength of this is that 

it is easily understood by participants and does not force them to give a yes or no answer. However, 

the choices are still limited (in this case five), therefore it can never truly measure the exact attitudes 

of respondents. Additionally, answers can be influenced by previous questions and the most extreme 

options tend to be avoided. Furthermore, there was a limited amount of time (seven days) for 

respondents to answer, which likely resulted in a lower number of overall responses. Some comments 

were made by respondents via social media that the questionnaire closed too soon. Moreover, 

although the sample size was large enough for statistical analysis, accuracy of measuring is likely to 

improve with a bigger sample size. Especially in relation to the night-time safety questions, as it should 

be noted that many of the respondents of the questionnaire did not seem to visit the park during the 

night. This resulted in a small sample size concerning the night-time safety and is therefore less 

accurate. In relation to distribution, it was a strength that a lot of different platforms (online and 

physical) were used to distribute the questionnaire. A limitation, however, was that for the flyers and 

posters a QR code was used, which might be hard to understand by some people (for example elderly 

or people low in digital literacy). This could have resulted in these groups being underrepresented. 

However, there was an email address on the flyers and posters, to give people the opportunity to 

reach the questionnaire and participatory sigh up form in another way (which one participant did). 

Another decision that was made was to focus the distribution of flyers and posters mostly on nearby 

living residents, as they were more likely to use the park and the consultants had limited budget and 

time to distribute the flyers and posters. However, several people that lived outside of the nearby 

neighbourhoods but did use the park still found the questionnaire through other means. Lastly, one 

question from the questionnaire turned out to be too ambiguous (the question about the main reason 

for people to go to the park), as a lot of people filled in the option ‘other’ with an explanation. 

Coding was used in both the analysis of the open-ended answers and the participatory sessions. Used 

language is hereby a crucial factor that could have influenced the results and analysis. Language can 

be subjective to interpretation, meaning that coding is prone to interpretation by the coder. To 

prevent too much coding subjectivity, it was discussed with another consultant if the coding was 

appropriate and adjusted where necessary. Additionally, a lot of data was in Dutch. Translating this to 

English for this report might have let to less accurate translations, due to this being prone to 

subjectivity. Related, as the participatory sessions were not recorded, the fieldnotes are not exact 

transcripts of what has been said, therefore they possibly include some degree of interpretation of 

the consultants (Gobo, 2008). Nonetheless, the written outputs of the sessions (step 1, 2 and 4) did 

provide the exact wordings of the participants.  

Another important general remark is the representation of the users of the park in this project. For 

both the questionnaire and participatory sessions, only adults could participate because of privacy 
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and consent reasons. Therefore, people aged below eighteen were not represented, which could have 

influenced the outcomes. Additionally, it is important to note that the populations for the 

questionnaire and the participatory sessions are not an accurate representation for the whole 

population (people that use the park), as that would require for everyone to participate or an 

equal/representative distribution of the population which was not achievable. This raises a concern 

about external validity, as a small number of participants does not reflect the overall opinion of the 

whole population properly. Additionally, mostly women participated in the participatory sessions, 

which could have influenced the results. Moreover, almost all participants went to the park more 

often. Therefore, the participatory sessions gathered slim results on why people would not visit the 

park.  

The positionality of the researchers could have influenced the data gathered in qualitative research 

(Gobo, 2008). The consultancy group existed of seven women and one man, all university master-

students and predominantly Dutch (three consultants of the group are not Dutch), all openly working 

for the Province of Gelderland. Some residents were suspicious about our plans at first, which might 

have influenced whether they felt secure enough to come to the sessions or to share all their ideas 

and opinions. 

Lastly, the decision was made to not focus on Positive Health in the participatory sessions explicitly, 

but to resemble the results to the Positive Health aspects in the analysis. On the one hand, this turned 

out to be as a good choice; the discussions contained of the topics the participants prioritized without 

interference of the researchers. On the other hand, not all the data fit the Positive Health pillars and 

when asking more about health, other data might have been gathered. 

5.3 Considerations on theories 

5.3.1 Positive Health 

The strength of the concept of Positive Health lies in that it describes health as a dynamic rather than 

a static state. Moreover, the focus lies on person's strengths rather than weaknesses and it focuses 

on a large potential for being healthy (Huber et al. 2011). However, there are critical points to be made 

about Positive Health. Firstly, not everyone is able to have control over their health, while Positive 

Health assumes this. Secondly, the concept describes health broadly, which makes it hard to organise 

in practice. Besides, as mentioned before, the concept is hard to measure. Lastly, it could be said that 

the concept ignores the impact of chronic illnesses (Huber et al., 2016; Institute for Positive Health, 

2020).  

5.3.2 Participation research 
A strength of participation research is that performing participation research will increase the feeling 

of empowerment and involvement during the research and its results. Another strong point is that, 

when well executed, this research gives the opportunity to underrepresented groups in society to 

raise their voice. Moreover, by letting participants engage throughout the full process, unequal power 

relationships between the consultants and participants can be minimized (Lofman et al., 2004). 

Some critical points must be made about participation research, also in relation to ethics. First, the 

formation of participants might not be representative for the community itself, as not everyone has 

the time or resources to participate in local initiatives. Secondly, the place of the research might not 

be easily accessible for people with for instance a disability, which could influence who joins the 

research (Khanlou & Peter, 2005). Additionally, a participatory process might not be the ideal setting 

for timid people to get their opinion across. Furthermore, Parfitt (2004) argues that unequal power 

structures are always in place, even when trying to minimize them with a participatory process. In 

order to minimize the power relations between consultants and participants, the consultants joined 
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the ‘hand stencil mandala’ and ‘closing circle’ during the participatory sessions. Furthermore, the 

positionality of the researchers has been reflected upon (see above). 

5.3.3 Theory U 
The strength of Theory U is that it has a strong focus on collaboration between the participants. Theory 

U is all about changing your own viewpoint and listening actively to others to create a common ground 

between the participants. Critical points about Theory U have been raised. Theory U presumed that 

the vision and intention of the participants becomes the same during the first step and that all 

participants move down the U in a similar way, which might not be the case (Kühl, 2020). Moreover, 

the different steps are in practice not strictly divided, but flow into one another (Eldijk, 2021). Thinking 

and doing do not have to be strictly divided, which was visible during the ‘evoking the senses’ exercise; 

new ideas about the park were already created even though this step did officially not belong to the 

step of ‘action’.  

5.3.4 Art-based methods 
One of the strengths of the arts-based methods, according to Chilton and Leavy (2014), is their 

capacity to disseminate information to the public. The arts can translate study results in an 

understandable way because they inspire the public to have an empathetic experience (Lafrenière and 

Cox, 2013). However, Morris and Paris (2022) point out that art-based research may be a challenge 

for people who do not have artistic abilities. This was also visible in this research; one participant did 

not want to draw the map because she thinks she is not good enough in drawing. 

5.4 Future research 

For future research it is recommended, to base the research on validated questionnaires, as a “valid 

questionnaire helps to collect better quality data with high comparability which reduces the effort and 

increase the credibility of data” (Kazi et al., 2012; p. 514). Additionally, due to the lack of time the 

report only gives a general view of the situation and future research could focus more in depth on 

topics such as biodiversity and health. This research does not give precise answers about what should 

be done to improve biodiversity and how to promote health in a park setting. Because only 

perceptions of Wageningen residents were measured, clear redesign suggestions for the park on how 

to maintain or improve biodiversity and integrate health promotion were left out. Therefore, in 

relation to redesigning, it is advised to do more research on how to integrate biodiversity and health 

promotion. This could be done by another ACT group with students from forest & nature conservation, 

students for biodiversity, more health & society students for health promotion and landscape 

architecture students for the eventual redesign. Furthermore, more precise research could be 

conducted concerning the night-time safety to arrive in more conclusive results. Additionally, it is 

suggested to take more time to gather more participants to have a more diverse representative group. 

Furthermore, it is suggested to know the target group better, as well as to know what are the possible 

topics that might concern the majority of the participants, such as a more in-depth research on the 

dogs off or on leash discussion. Furthermore, future researchers are recommended to practice the 

participatory exercises more, but perhaps with more focus on specific topics such as biodiversity and 

health. 
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 Answers to the research questions 
The Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen project of the province of Gelderland was the motivation for this 

report. Due to this project the province saw the opportunity to a possible improvement of the park as 

concerns have been raised on its safety and utilisation. In this report, the main research question 

‘What do Wageningen residents living nearby the park perceive as contributing or restraining factors 

for utilising the Blue Mountains park for Positive Health?’ can be answered through the two sub 

research questions. The first sub research question ‘What are the current perceptions of Wageningen 

residents on the Blue Mountains park?’ and the research shows the following.  

The current perceptions of Wageningen residents on the Blue Mountains park are in this report 

explained by different dimensions. Overall, the participants of the sessions see the park as a hidden 

“small pearl”, with lots of nature, which provides them relaxation, peace and a release of stress. They 

wish for the park not to reduce in size and lose biodiversity, because they enjoy its wild and rough 

appearance. However, some raised concerns about the unkept paths and overall maintenace of the 

nature of the park. Overall, the results from the questionnaire showed that the cleanliness of the park 

was perceived as sufficient. However, in the participatory sessions, more concerns were raised 

regarding the cleanliness and maintenance of the park, more specifically about the pond and natural 

trash. Also, in multiple occasions concerns regarding dog poop and trash cans (mostly the frequency 

of emptying them) were raised. In this study, there seems to be a difference between age groups 

whether the park is perceived as clean. Moreover, the artificial light theme was perceived overall as 

satisfactory, even though men perceived a higher satisfaction then women in the questionnaire. 

However, in the participatory sessions concerns were raised about wanting to keep the artificial light 

to a minimum in order to not disrupt the wildlife.  

Overall safety was not much of a restraining factor. The perception of safety was experienced 

differently by different respondents and participants. Most of the respondents who go to the park did 

not feel unsafe in the park. However, some do not go because they find it dark and hidden, which is 

seen negatively, and some people feel unsafe because of off leash dogs. 

Both in questionnaire and participatory sessions concerns about the dogs were raised. In fact, a 

controversy between the off leash and on leash issue, as well as the dog poop in the park, was raised. 

Furthermore, rules concerning the park (especially dogs being on or off leash) were determined as 

being unclear. More broadly, the residents of Wageningen perceive the rules about different aspects 

of the park to be unclear. This entailed clarity about the existence of the park, rules in the park, 

responsibility for the park and information about the project development of the bike path and the 

roads. 

The second sub question was: “Which factors of park-settings facilitate Positive Health of Wageningen 

residents?”. Results from the participatory research were used to answer this second sub question. In 

this research the Positive Health pillars are evaluated in relation to each other, since there was a lot 

of overlap.  

The pillars of bodily functions and daily functions from Positive Health can be facilitated by the fact 

that the park is a place for physical activity and a place to rest and to take care of oneself. The pillars 

of meaningfulness and participation from Positive Health can be facilitated by the fact that the park is 

a place to meet other people and or dogs and do fun things. Contributing to this research falls under 

these pillars. Moreover, the collaboration experienced during the participatory sessions were an 
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important aspect of the pillars of meaningfulness and participation. The pillars of mental wellbeing 

and quality of life can be facilitated by the fact that the park and nature in the park evoked feelings of 

happiness, enjoyment and calmness. Some contradiction can be found under these pillars, since for 

some participants being able to bring off leash dogs to the park had a positive effect on their feelings. 

While for others it evoked feelings of anxiety and unsafety.  

6.2 Recommendations for commissioners 
Based on questionnaire and participatory research findings, the following recommendations are 

given: 

• As participants of participatory research want to be involved in the development of the project 

that is taking place near the park and to be taken seriously by the commissioner, following 

recommendations are given: 

- Clarity on the rules about dogs and cyclers would stimulate better communication 

between the park visitors, as everyone can fall back onto the same guidelines and 

educate each other. There should a decision of the park being an off or on leash area. 

It was noted that currently this park is the only big off leash area in Wageningen. 

However, not everyone was fond of off leash dogs. Especially the amount of dog poop 

was mentioned as a problem, for which better enforcement was suggested. A 

solution that was raised was to divide the park in an off and on leash area, separated 

by a fence.  

- Information about the development of the project that is related to the existence of 

the ‘Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen’ project, including the Blue Mountains park, is not 

widely accessible. Therefore people have a negative perception of it, as revealed 

during the participatory research. There is a lot of information available about this 

project on the website of the province. However, people are not aware where to find 

this information. Therefore it is recommended to think about how this information 

can be better provided to residents. For example distributing flyers and hanging up 

posters, the use of the local newspaper and the Nextdoor App can be used to improve 

this communication. 

- It is recommended to keep using a participatory approach during the development 

of this project. Participants in this research expressed they liked the sessions and that 

they could contribute. However, it is advised to involve third parties that can be 

independent researchers or researchers that work for organizations (such as 

education institutions) to make sure the session are as neutral as possible.  

• In relation to improvement of the park and suggestions for more facilities in the park: paths 

should become less muddy, entrances should become more clear, more benches, trash bins 

and flowers should be added. Especially the water quality of the pond should be improved (it 

was suggested to add water circulation). However, the ‘wild’ essence of the park should not 

be lost and biodiversity should be maintained. Additionally, special noise reduction (asphalt 

or a barrier of trees) was recommended by participants to reduce vehicle noise from the road. 

• General maintenance of the park could be improved, especially the frequency of emptying 

trash bins and the natural waste (fallen branches) can be moved away from the paths.  

• Maintaining or enlarging park size was brought up during participatory research. Suggested 

was that the park can be enlarged to the university side (especially meaning the empty 

‘parking area’ where the northeast entrance is). This suggestion however will have implication 

with legal standing, as the ground is not owned by the municipality.  
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7. Interdisciplinary reflection 
Interdisciplinarity has become a common tool when it comes to research. It gives the opportunity to 

address an issue through multiple perspectives (Scanlon et al., 2019). The consultancy team contains 

members of different studies. Health and society program members demonstrated their expertise by 

bringing in theories such as Positive health, nature and health and Theory U. As this was a social 

science project, health and well-being members were crucial in the creation of the methods. Both the 

questionnaire and the participatory research analysed the influence of the environment on people’s 

health. The nutrition and health member has a focus on sensory science. Having knowledge on all the 

senses and how this could influence human actions and perceptions, contributed to the understanding 

and use of theory U in the participatory research. As theory U has a strong focus on sensing in order 

to dig deeper into the issue, instead of just moving from problem to solution. The urban environmental 

planning background was not entirely useful for the report itself, but is a crucial expertise to have for 

future research and for the finalisation of ‘Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen’ project. The expertise in 

Cultural Anthropology and International Development studies has been helpful in setting up the 

participatory research, analysing the art-based outputs and interpretating the results. Tourism, 

Society and Environment studies have been integral part in understanding visitor experience and 

overall execution of the project, as the tourism can be perceived to be combination of multiple 

disciplines and industries.  
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9.  Appendices 

Appendix I: Questionnaire results 

Statistical analysis 

In the following part the results of the statistical analysis of the questionnaire are given for each 

Gobster & Westphal dimension. First, the Cronbach’s alpha and PCA results are laid out. Second the 

median and mode are given (for a complete overview of these, see appendix IV). Third, the significant 

results of the Mann Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallist test (comparisons amongst groups) are shown. 

The fully completed answers were analysed (n=165). For the safety questions, there is a difference 

between the people who visited the park during the day (n=160) and/or during the night (n=30). For 

gender, the groups ‘other’ and ‘prefer not to say’ were left out because the groups were too small to 

generate a significant result (n=3), which results in an n of 162. 

The Cronbach’s alpha test was run for all the dimensions with multiple questions. Naturalness and 

facilities produced an alpha lower than 0.7, which was expected as the items looked at different 

aspects of one Gobster & Westphal dimension. A significant result was found for the sub items of day 

safety (α =.856) and night safety (α =.918) These items (Space, Encounter, Discomfort, Loneliness and 

Scaredness) therefore measure the same concept, which is here determined as safety. The results of 

the PCA showed no indication for further data reduction, meaning only the safety items/questions 

came out as a clear group.  

Visits 
More than half of the respondents stated that they visit the park once or more than once a week. The 
Mann Whitney U test indicated that respondents who lived outside of the surrounding 
neighbourhoods visited less often than the respondents who lived in the surrounding neighbourhoods 
(MR= 111.53 > 79.94, n= 165, nearby=149, other=16, U= 1648.500, z= 2.613, p= .009, r= .205). A higher 
mean rank in this variable indicates less frequent visits. It should be noted that sample size of people 
visiting the park who live outside of the nearby neighbourhood was rather low. 
 
Attraction 

The respondents reported that the attractiveness was rated neither unattractive nor attractive for the 
general facilities and attractive for the general attraction of the park and the nature. The Kruskal-
Wallis test indicated that age was statistically significant regarding how the attractive the nature of 
the park is perceived to be between the age groups (n=165, p=.037, df=3). Differences of how 
attractive the nature was perceived to be by the respondents was significant in the pairwise 
comparison between age groups of 18-25 (n= 33) and over 65-year-olds (n= 27) (adj. p=.055, z= 2.603, 
r= .336). The 18-25 age group scored the questions how attractive the nature of the park is significantly 
higher than the 65+ age group (MR= 100.92>77.40), thus the younger group of finds the park more 
attractive than the older group. 

When comparing the three attraction items and the frequency of visits, perceived attraction to nature 

of the park was scored significantly higher by people who visited more than once a week (n= 56) than 

those who visited once a month (n= 45) (MR= 93.11 > 66.72, adj. p= .012, z=3.084, r= .307). 

Furthermore, general perceived attraction towards the park was scored significantly higher by those 

who visited the park more than once a week (n= 56) compared to those who visited two-to-three 

times a month (n=35) (MR= 101.27 > 76.33, adj. p= .043, z= 2.689, r= .282) and once a month (n= 45) 

(MR= 101.27 > 58.98, adj. p= .000, z= 4.908, r= .488). Additionally, those who visited once a week (n= 
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29) scored the perceived attraction towards the park significantly higher compared to those who 

visited once a month (n= 45) (MR= 93.05 > 58.98, adj. p= .005, z=3.325, r= .387). Meaning that the 

nature was perceived more attractive by people who visited more than once a week when compared 

those who visited once a month. The attraction towards the park was also perceived as more attractive 

by the people who visited more than once a week when compared with those who visited once, or 

two-to-three times a month. 

Cleanliness  

Most of the respondents rated the park as clean. Analysis indicated that age was statistically significant 

regarding how clean the park is perceived to be (n=165, p=.027, df=3). The Kruskal Wallis test’s 

adjusted significance indicated statistical significance between how 18-25 (n= 33) years old perceive 

cleanliness compared to 46-65-year-olds (n= 53) (adj p= .030, z= 2.804, r= .302). The sample average 

rank of the younger respondents was significantly higher than the older population (MR= 103.79 > 

75.88). Thus the 18-25 group perceived the park as being cleaner when compared with the 46-65 year 

olds. 

Facilities – manmade 

Satisfaction with artificial light was rated by most respondents as neither dissatisfied nor satisfied. The 
gender was a statistically significant factor when assessing how respondents answered to the question 
concerning the presence of flowers (n=162, U= 2505.00, z= -2.123, p=.034, r= -.167). Men scored 
significantly higher in the questions concerning the presence of artificial light (MR= 90.93 > 75.80). 
Meaning that men were more satisfied with the presence of artificial light than women. 
The trash bins were rated dissatisfied nor satisfied and satisfied by an equal amount of people. The 

respondents rated the benches and paths mostly as satisfying. 

Facilities – nature 

Most respondents rated the presence of flowers as dissatisfying. The facilities water, grass, trees and 

bushes and natural light were mostly perceived as satisfactory by the respondents. Results state that 

the satisfaction of presence of flowers was rated significantly higher by respondents who visited more 

than once a week (n= 56) compared to those who visited the park once a month (n= 45) (MR= 70.09 

< MR=95.69, adj. p=.028, z=2.833, r= .282). Therefore the respondents who visited the park once a 

month were more satisfied with the presence of the flowers than the respondents who visit once a 

month. Furthermore, the satisfaction of presence of trees and bushes was significantly higher for the 

respondents who visited the park more than once a week (n= 56) compared to those who visited the 

park once a month (n= 45) (MR= 89.54 > 64.79, adj. p= .023, z= 2.898, r= .288). Moreover, the 

satisfaction was rated significantly higher by those who visited once a week (n= 29) than those who 

visited once a month (n= 45) (MR= 96.98 > 64.79, adj. p=.013 z=3.071, r= .357). Thus the respondents 

who visited once a week were more satisfied with the trees and bushes versus the respondents who 

visited once a week or once a month. Lastly, the satisfaction towards presence of natural light was 

scored significantly higher by people who visited the park more than once a week (n= 56) compared 

to those who visited the park once a month (n=45) (MR= 96.27 > 72.91, adj. p=.036 Z=2.747, r= .273). 

Meaning that respondents who visited the park once a week rated the trees and bushes to be more 

satisfactory when compared with the respondents who visited the park once a month. 

Naturalness 

Most respondents rated the vegetation in the park as ‘much’. Most respondents answered “neither 
little nor much” when asked about whether there was a sufficient amount of wildlife. There were 
statistically significant differences between how respondents answered to the question concerning 
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the wildlife based on gender (n=162, U=3776.000, z=2.565, p=.010, r= .202) when performing a Mann-
Whitney U test. Women (n=101) scored significantly higher in the question concerning the wildlife 
than men (n= 61)  (MR= 88.39 > 70.10 ). This means that, of the respondents, women think there is 
more wildlife in the park than men. 
 
Safety 

The following answers are about the perception of safety in the park during the day. Most respondents 

disagreed with the statement that there were dark or obstructed spaces in the park. The majority of 

answerers also disagreed with the statement of feeling uncomfortable or alone in the park. 

Additionally, most did not worry about encountering dangerous people. The majority of respondents 

completely disagreed or disagreed with feeling scared in the park, as it was a tie. There were multiple 

significant differences between the safety perception during the day and the frequency of 

respondents’ visits. 

Daytime perception of dangerous encounters in the park was scored significantly higher by people 

who visited the park once a month (n= 26) compared to those who visited more than once a week (n= 

55) (MR= 98.65 > 98.10, adj. p= .004, z= 3.425, r= .381). Hence the respondents who visited the park 

once a month agreed more with the statement of feeling worried to encounter dangerous people in 

the park, compared with the respondents who visited more than once a week.  

Daytime perception of feeling of discomfort was scored significantly higher by those who visited once 

a month (n= 26) in contrast to those who visited more than once a week (n= 55) (MR= 96.23 > 69.15, 

adj. p= .015, z= 3.028, r= .359). Therefore, respondents who visited once a month agreed more with 

the statement of feeling uncomfortable in the park when compared with those visiting once a week.  

Daytime perception of feeling alone was scored significantly higher by people who visited the park 

once a month (n= 26) compared to those who visited once a week (n= 29) (MR= 99.21 > 69.62, adj. 

p=.034, z= 2.770, r= .374) and to those who visited more than once a week (n=55) (MR= 99.21 > 64.81, 

adj. p= .001, z= 3.795, r= .422). This means that the respondents who visited once a month felt more 

alone than those who visited more than once a week. Furthermore, people who visited two-to-three 

times a month (n= 44) scored significantly higher, when asked about feeling of being alone in relation 

to those who visited more than once a week (n= 55) (MR= 92.04 > 64.81, adj. p= .029, z= 2.822, r= 

.284). Signifying that respondents who visited two-to-three times a month felt more alone in the park 

when compared with those who visit more than  once a week. 

Perceptions of feeling scared at the park was scored significantly higher by those who visited once a 

month (n= 26) compared to those who visited the park once a week (n= 29) (MR= 98.32 > 70.16, adj 

p= .037, z= 2.738, r= .369) and those who visited more than once a week (n= 55) (MR= 98.32 > 70.37, 

adj. p= .008, z= 3.201, r= .356). This conveys that the respondents who visit once a month felt more 

scared than those visiting once a week, or more than once a week. 

Furthermore, the variable combining all the daytime safety items was statistically significant. 

Statistically significant differences were found between those who visited the park once a month (n= 

26), who scored significantly higher in relation to those who visited the park once a week (n= 29) (MR= 

103.46 > 72.62, p= <.001, z= -2.768, r= -.373) and more than once a week (n=55) (MR= 103.46 > 64.57, 

adj. p= .000, z= -4.113, r= -.457). Meaning that those who visited the park once a month agreed more 

with all of the safety statements than the respondents who visited the park once a week or more than 

once a week. 

The following answers are about the perception of safety in the park during the night-time. Most 

respondents completely disagreed or disagreed with the statements about whether they worried 
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about encountering dangerous people or if they felt uncomfortable in the park, as this was a tie. The 

majority of respondents disagreed with the statement that they felt scared in the park. Most of the 

respondents, more than half, agreed with that they feel alone in the park, and agreed that there are 

dark or obstructed spaces in the park. Kruskall-Wallis test was conducted to analyse the differences 

between if respondents answered differently to the questionnaire items based on their age. Analysis 

indicated that age was statistically significant on two instances, how clean the park is perceived to be 

(n=165, p=.027, df=3) and how the attractiveness the nature of the park is perceived to be (n=165, 

p=.037, df=3). 

None of the questions intended to measure perception of safety were statistically significant. Overall 

perception of safety during the daytime resulted in (p=.482) whereas the perception of safety during 

the night-time was (p=.152). However, it should be noted that the sample size for questions measuring 

the perception of the night-time safety was small (n= 30, df= 2), which could lead to unreliable results. 

Table 1. General significances between groups according to Kruskall-Wallis test. 

Flowers Trees Natural 
light 

Attraction 
to nature 

General 
attraction  

Encounters  Discomfort Alone Scared Daytime 
safety  

df=3 df=3 df=3 df=3 df=3 df=3 df=3 df=3 df= 3 df= 3 

n= 165 n= 165 
 

n= 165 
 

n= 165 
 

n= 165 
 

n=160 n=160 
 

n=160 
 

n=160 
 

n=160 

p=.034 p=.006 p=.002 p=.019 p=<.001 p=.005 p=.016 p<.001 p=.006 
 

p<.001 
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Appendix II: Open answers questionnaire results 
Reasons not to visit 

A total of 83 respondents explained their reasons for not going to the park. In table 2 the codes and 

frequency can be found. The main reason for not visiting is that the park is simply not nearby. The 

second most mentioned reason, is that people prefer to go somewhere else. Their preference for 

going somewhere else can be explained by multiple reasons, mostly in relation that the park is not 

close enough to where they live, but also that they like to go to other places better as it offers a better 

nature experience: ‘For a nature experience I prefer to go to the woods or the flood plains.’ A different 

respondent explained: ‘I like the park between Rijnveste and Dijkgraaf better for sitting down. It is 

more open than the Blauwe Bergen.’ Additionally, several respondents mentioned as reason to not 

visit the park that there is nothing to do in the park, they do not have any reason to go there, found 

the area too small or found the park unattractive or uninteresting in general. Another explanation for 

people not going to the park was that they were simply unaware it existed or forgot about the 

existence because it is hidden ‘I did not know it existed for a long time, …’ and ‘I often don’t think about 

it, the entrance is not very visible.’. 

Ten respondents answered that they did not go to the park because they disliked the darkness of the 

park, often mentioned in combination was that they did not feel safe because of this darkness: ‘The 

park has a closed-off character and therefore it does not feel good.’. However, one respondent 

mentioned feeling unsafe in the park, ‘Because of the very hostile behaviour of walkers with no dogs 

there. Supported and encouraged by the municipality they always express themselves in very 

aggressive terms against us, walkers with dogs. It is terrifying and dangerous to be there.’ 

Additionally, there are ten respondents who dislike the park and do not go there because of the dogs. 

A person mentioned ‘I have lived at Dijkgraaf for years and wanted to use the park regularly because 

it is quieter there than park Northwest, for example to study when the weather was nice, but I always 

went home because of the amount of dogs.’ Another respondent explained that there were ‘Too much 

dogs and dog poop, …’. 

Less mentioned reasons to not go to the park were that people thought it was unclean and the smell 

was bad (often in connection to the dog poop) or that the paths were inaccessible for them: ‘Often 

muddy and bumpy paths. If I "just" take a walk, I don't have a stick with me. And then I don't go to the 

park.’. 

Table 2. Reasons not to visit the park. 

Code Frequency 

Dislike of dog park 10 

Unsafe / dark / closed off 10 

Unaware of existence / hidden or forget about it 11 

Uninteresting / unattractive area 6 

Area is too small 4 

Not nearby / outside of route 21 

Prefer going somewhere else 20 

Noisy 1 

No passage to campus / not close enough to campus 2 

There is nothing to do / don’t have a reason to go there 7 

Not accessible by bike 3 

Inaccessible paths 3 

No time to visit / dislike of outside activity 4 

Unclean / bad smell 7 

Not enough space to sit 1 

Afraid of insects 1 
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Presence of drug users 1 

Used to walk the dog there or dog can not be off leash 3 

 

Main reason to go to the park 

Seventy respondents answered they went to the park to move. To relax was the second most chosen 

closed option, with 47 answers. Almost no one chose to meet or to play. 53 respondents chose the 

‘Other…’ option. Of these respondents, 33 people gave an additional explanation for their reasoning 

to go to the park. What was noticeable from these answers, was that a large amount of respondents 

mentioned to use the park to walk their dog. Additionally, four people mentioned they only use the 

park as it was part of their route to their destination (for example to go to the swimming pool). An 

overview of the answers from the questionnaire and the frequency of codes can be found in table 3.  

Table 3. Main reason to go to the park. 

Closed answers and frequency codes open answer Frequency 

To meet 2 

To move 70 

To play 1 

To relax 47 

Other without explanation 20 

Dog walking 25 

Using park as a route to their destination 4 

As a hobby 1 

 

Additional comments from respondents 

A total of eighty people answered the last open question in addition to their closed answers on the 

questionnaire. These answers were coded and grouped into the following categories: dogs, 

attractiveness, biodiversity, facilities, maintenance, enforcement, safety and entrances. An overview 

of the codes and the frequency can be found in table 4.  

Table 4. Additional comments on park.  

Code Frequency 

Attractiveness of nature / For wellbeing/quiet place 4 

Attractiveness of nature / More flowers needed 6 

Attractiveness / (Of nature in) general 7 

Biodiversity / Maintain or more diversity needed and place for 
animals and insects 

11 

Dogs / Against off leash 7 

Dogs / Dog poo complaint 12 

Dogs / Pro off leash/dog park 14 

Enforcement / More enforcement needed 3 

Entrances / Clearer and/or more entrances 4 

Facilities / Against artificial light 3 

Facilities / Amount and/or size of garbage cans 3 

Facilities / Amount of benches 4 
 

Facilities / Dirty and/or smelly water 12 

Facilities / Pro artificial light 3 

Facilities / State of benches and/or garbage cans 1 

Facilities / Information bords for park use 3 

Maintenance / Muddy paths 5 

Maintenance / Frequency of emptying garbage cans 4 

Maintenance / In general 8 

Safety / Feeling unsafe/safety concerns in general 2 
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Safety / Feeling unsafe in the dark 3 

Other   

Park is unattractive in general 1 

Too much grass 1 

Concerns Idealis 2 

Place to meet 1 

Place to play 1 

Do not change anything 1 

Use for education 1 

Hangout for youngsters 2 

Biking in park & bike path 3 

Dislike of placed wooden poles in the grass 1 

Concerns ground quality 1 

 

Dogs 

The most commented answer in this open question, was that many people liked that their dog could 

walk off leash in the park. An answer along the lines of ‘I come there because the dog is allowed to run 

loose there. By the way, very happy that dogs can roam free there. There are few areas in our 

neighbourhood where this is possible.’ was given by several respondents. Additionally, a person 

commented on the unclear rules for off leash dog walking ‘It is wonderful to walk through it with the 

dog as long as I can let her run loose for a while. I believe it is now tolerated. Not quite clear, so I come 

there less, I don't take the risk.’. However, not all people like off-leash dogs in the park. Seven 

respondents mentioned they disliked dogs being off-leash ‘Off-leash dogs have often prevented me 

from going through the park. Many owners have insufficient control over their dogs.’. Additionally, 

twelve people expressed their dislike of the amount of dog poop in the park ‘Dog owners could pick 

up more poop. Not only for pollution but also against over-fertilization.’ and ‘… I have a feeling those 

[dog] 'toilets' increase the amount of poop left in other places, where it's not allowed. I think if the 

overall rule would be to pick it up everywhere, it would be easier to follow (for some...) and regulate.’. 

Attractiveness 

Multiple respondents mentioned that they found the park attractive in general ‘I love it because of the 

amount of green there is, for such a small park it almost feels like a forest.’ and ‘Underrated piece of 

paradise.’ Four people mentioned that they enjoy that the park is quiet and/or enhances their well-

being. This person explained ‘I think it is great to have a park with such a beautiful landscape and 

nature. It helps to relax and to feel alone and quiet, as if I was in a forest, away from the business. I 

specifically come here because of this feeling of being secluded, that is different from campus or the 

other park, which are more exposed. There are not so many like that.’. Another person mentioned ‘The 

strong vegetation is very valuable to me! It ensures that you really feel like you are in nature, almost 

as if you are in a larger forest. So a real break / mini retreat from the fast society and any feelings of 

stress.’.  

Biodiversity 

It was mentioned eleven times that the biodiversity of the park should be maintained or improved. 

Specific mentions of it needing to be a place for wild animals and insects were also included in this 

category. One respondent wishes to ‘Leave it wild, enhance its usefulness for wildlife not people.’. A 

proposal from someone else was to ‘Allow areas of the open fields to grow a mix of native wildflowers 

for pollinators. … Install bat boxes and bird nesting boxes.’ More people mention they would like to 

see more flowers in the park, either because they like more colour ‘A little more colour through flowers 
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is certainly allowed.’, or because it helps the insects ‘I would like more flower beds with natural flowers 

for the insects.’. 

Facilities 

The most commented answer in relation to the park facilities, was the dirty and/or smelly water. 

Additionally, concerns about (blue-green) algae were often expressed ‘Water during spring/summer 

is completely suffering eutrophication or any other process making it blooming of algae, which is not 

nice at all.’ and more people explained that they wished for the water quality to be improved ‘Would 

be nice if the water quality could be improved.’.  

Four people stated that they would like to see more benches/seats in the park, an answerer says ‘But 

the benches are great! I would even add a few more benches in the grass.’ and another respondent 

expresses ‘A few picnic tables might be nice for the dog walking community that use the park every 

single day.’. In relation to the garbage cans, only three people wish there were more garbage cans or 

that they would be bigger ‘The trash cans are much too small, so they quickly fill up, so there is a lot of 

waste around the benches and also in the park due to wind. I clean up but that's a drop in the ocean.’.  

In relation to the lighting in the park, three people explain they would like to see more artificial light 

in the park ‘Lampposts would also be nice, especially around winter when it gets dark quickly.’ and 

‘…please also put lights in the dark, dense parts…’. However, three people mention to be against 

artificial lights, as explained by one respondent as ‘The park is actually not accessible in the evening 

because it is not lit (which would not necessarily have to because of the disturbed sleep of any 

animals).’. Another respondent agrees and wishes to ‘Please do not place light in the park due to 

nature/animals. I will not come there in the evening then, but I don't have to.’.  

Another comment that was mentioned three times in relation to facilities, was the need for 

information bords. This need was explained in relation to the unclarity of the park being off or on leash 

for dogs. A respondent explains it as ‘At the 3 main entrances there should be a clear sign that it is a 

Dog Friendly Park (off-leash area). Then people who are afraid of dogs can choose the North West park 

or walk around the Blue Mountains.’. However, unclarity about the park being off or on leash exists, 

because another respondent mentioned in relation to information bords, that it ‘Should also be much 

clearer at the entrances that it is not an off-leash area.’. 

Maintenance 

In relation to the maintenance of the park, eight answerers commented on the maintenance in 

general, meaning ‘It looks a bit wild and neglected.’ and ‘It's nice if the mess can be cleaned up more 

often...’. It was mentioned five times that the paths were (too) muddy, for example ‘The paths are ok 

but can be tricky when rainy (which here is usual).’ Another maintenance concern is the frequency of 

emptying garbage cans, that four respondents think could be done more often ‘The trash cans should 

be emptied more often. Now I regularly see magpies that collect waste from the full bins, which ends 

up on the ground.’.  

Safety 

Concerns about the safety of the park in day and night-time were not often commented on. Only two 

people mention feeling unsafe in the park in daylight, which someone explains due to ‘Bushes that are 

too high so you don't feel safe as a woman. Would never dare walk here without my dogs.’. 

Additionally, three answerers mention feeling unsafe in the dark, which a respondent explained as ‘I 

walk there in the evening, unless it is already dark. Then I don't feel comfortable being there and I 

prefer to walk a larger (better lit) route.’ and another respondent states ‘It is a dark park and very 
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''closed/locked up'' with little visibility, this makes it an unpleasant place especially at night because if 

something happens you know that hardly anyone will see it.’. 

Enforcement 

The wish for more enforcement was only mentioned three times, a respondent states ‘Stricter 

enforcement is needed, because dog owners don’t clean up the waste.’ and another respondent wishes 

‘More enforcement on cyclists and scooters that regularly drive through the park despite the double 

traffic signs at the entrances of the park.’. 

Entrances 

Only four people made a comment about the amount and/or state of the entrances. One person says 

‘The entrances are unclear, but therefore it is a park that you will only discover in your third year [at 

the university].’, another answer was that ‘The entrance from the side of Plantage is really bad, and 

difficult to enter to when rainy. More indications and lights should be there.’. 

Other 

Additional comments that were not very frequent, but still might be of importance were about the 

ground, youngsters in the park and the use for education. One person mentioned to be concerned 

about the ground that is from Idealis at one entrance ‘Did you know that Idealis and WUR are planning 

to build 2 apartment buildings over the entrance of the Blue Mountains at the side of the Bornsesteeg? 

Very bad for nature!’ and another person mentioned the purpose of this space ‘At the large entrance 

on the campus side, there is a (in my view) rather empty parking lot, where no vehicles may be parked. 

I would either involve this in the park or indicate another sensible interpretation, given that it has now 

also become a kind of dumping ground for waste or temporary storage of cars or the like.’. Additionally 

to the ground in general, a person asks ‘You know that the remains of the old gasworks are buried 

under the park?.’ Two people mentioned that it is a place for youngsters to hang out, and a person 

expressed their concern as ‘The absence of lampposts does ensure that it becomes a hangout for young 

people, which can be seen in, among other things, roaming laughing gas cartridges, but also beverage 

packaging and/or crisp packaging. Because of this, I would not quickly enter the park after sunset.’ 

Another respondent sees the opportunity for involvement of children for education in the park, as 

they state ‘… could be used for education by primary schools. Involve Het Groene Wiel or find 

inspiration in other natural parks in NL or abroad.’. 
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Appendix III: Participatory results 
Descriptive information of participants 

Table 5. Descriptive information of participants of the participatory research 

Friday Dutch session Monday Dutch session Monday English session 

Man P, 85 years, male Woman A, 48 years, female Man E, 28 years, male 

Man Q, 75 years, male Woman B, 63 years, female Woman F, 53 years, female 

Woman R, 52 years, female Woman C, 58 years, female Woman G, 58 years, female 

Woman S, 23 years, female   

Woman T, 62 years, female   

 

Results for each category 

Maintenance 

During the participatory sessions, the participants expressed their concerns regarding the current 

maintenance of the park. More specifically, they mentioned the need for better maintenance of the 

pond and ditches, the paths and overall nature. First, woman C wrote during the map making exercise: 

“cleaning water, dig out ditches, let it be”, to which she referred to the unclean pond and dry ditches. 

Woman A also wrote on her post-it that the water is dirty and smelly. However, woman B did not mind 

the smell of the water. Secondly, some, such as woman T noticed the walking paths being unpaved, 

soggy and containing tree stumps, which makes it harder to walk properly through the park. Thirdly, 

man P suggested that the nature itself should be better maintained. The park seems neglected due to 

a lot of dead material lying around and overgrowth. Related, woman B said that bushes (Japanese and 

blackberry bushes) should be controlled.  

Cleanliness 

Most participants raised that the park should be cleaned better from trash. Woman A and B mention 

McDonalds or the barbeque trash laying around in the park. As a solution, women A and B illustrated 

trash bins and bags onto their maps and explained that there should be more of them, also for the 

dog poo. The trash bins should also be emptied more regularly. Lastly, the pondwater (as explained in 

theme ‘maintenance’) and ground should be cleaner.  

Dogs 

The park is for women T, R, A, B and C a place where they can go with their dog. In each session, the 

discussion arose whether the park should be an off-leash or on-leash place for the dogs. Woman T and 

woman R ideally want the park to be an off-leash park. Man P and Q and woman B and her dog (that 

fears other dogs) did have multiple confrontations with dogs in the past, therefore wanting dogs to 

be on-leash for their own and her dog's safety. To find a compromise, most participants agreed with 

having separate places for on-leash and off-leash dogs. However, woman B says that the current off-

leash field in another park in Wageningen is not big enough to throw a ball. Therefore, women A drew 

in her map two separate places, divided by natural elements such as wicker work or black berry 

bushes.  

Nature 

In all the different steps of the sessions, the participants noticed and highlighted the different 

elements of nature in the park, such as the water, birds, mammals, insects, dirt, natural light and 

different kinds of plants, trees, grass, flowers and leaves. Especially in the maps, the predominant use 

of green and blue colours to highlight these natural elements was noticeable. For most participants, 
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the pond was centrally situated and relatively big. All participants enjoy the current high biodiversity 

of the park. Woman G mentioned even wanting more flowers. The high density of natural elements, 

the ‘beautiful sprawl’ and overgrown nature of the park are for most participants, except for man P, 

enjoyable characteristics. To illustrate, woman B wrote on a post-it that the park feels like a ‘park-

forest’.  

Moreover, the safety of animals living in the park is important for some participants. Recently, little 

ducks fell into a hole near the pond because they can walk through the fence. Other than that, woman 

R reacted negatively to man Q's drawing for recreational water boots that these should not disturb 

the water animals in the pond. Furthermore, woman S drew in her map houses in trees for birds to 

shelter. 

Physical activity 

Physical activity was mentioned multiple times during each activity in the participatory sessions. All 

the participants mentioned that they move within the park for different reasons. Woman F mentioned 

that she walks through the park to reach her office. If she had time, she would walk multiple rounds 

through the park before going to the office. Woman G also moves through the park as a way to do 

sports. Man P used the park frequently for walking therapy as recommended by his physiotherapist. 

Women R and T went to park frequently to walk with their dogs. Interestingly, at the closing circle, 

man Q also noticed some people cycling on the path in the park during his visit. 

Clarity 

A frequently mentioned category was ‘clarity’. During the participatory research, the participants 
made clear that they felt unclarity about the park and the project (both the Beter Bereikbaar 
Wageningen project and this consultancy project). The clarity is subdivided in four different 
categories: responsibility, rumours, rules and existence.  

Responsibility 

Firstly, during the hand stencil mandala, especially unclarity about the responsibility about the park 
was discussed. For example, man P indicated at his introduction that he has questions about the owner 
and the execution of the management of the park. Secondly, also the responsibility for the behaviour 
dogs was discussed. Woman T mentioned that people should educate each other and speak up if they 
see other people's dogs misbehaving. On the other hand, man Q indicated that he was afraid to say 
something about the dogs being off leash.  

Rumours 

Throughout the whole session, there were some rumours discussed. The ‘rumours’ are grouped into 
size, nature, project development and soil. The theme size and nature are explained further under the 
category: keeping the park the same. Also, some concerns were expressed about the new bike path 
and the project development of the Beter Bereikbaar Wageningen project. For example, woman R 
brought a newspaper article to the session, to ask the consultants questions about the bike path.  
Moreover, in one session the rumour of the soil of the Blue Mountains being polluted was brought up 
by man P and was agreed upon by the other participants.  It was suggested to investigate the quality 
of the soil.  
 

Rules 

A big topic which mostly arose during the map making assignment was the topic of unclarity about 
certain rules. In general, there was disagreement about the rules surrounding dogs, some participants 
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mentioning that it is tolerated to keep your dog off-leash in the park, while others disagree. Related 
to this, is the topic of dog poop. Man E said he has to use the paths in the park, instead of the grass, 
because dog poop is not always picked up. Besides dogs, participants indicated that some visitors of 
the park bike or ride a scooter through it, while this is not allowed. Woman R even mentioned that 
she saw people walking their dog while riding on a scooter. All participants agreed that the rules of 
the park were not clear and should be communicated better and acted upon.  

Existence 

Unclarity about the existence of the park in the future was also expressed by the participants. The 
park size should be maintained (as discussed under the category keeping the park the same) or even 
enlarged. This is visualized in the map made by woman F, woman G and man E. They used the current 
borders of the park and indicated places where the park could be enlarged with trees. All groups of 
participants mentioned that they want the park to stay the same as it is now, or at least do not change 
much. For example, woman C suggested to make the park a ‘Natuurmonument’ so that it can stay the 
same and woman G described the current park as a ‘small pearl’. Mentioned especially during the map 
making, is the fact that the parks existence is still unclear to most participants. This is further explained 
under the theme ‘accessibility’.  

Meaningfulness 

For participants being able to contribute to this research project, or to Wageningen in general was 
deemed very important. Woman S and woman A, mentioned it already in their introduction statement 
of the hand stencil mandala assignment. Woman S wrote down that she wanted to contribute to a 
citizen's initiative. And woman A stated that she wanted to maintain and improve Wageningen. Next 
to contribution to the project, also other themes were grouped under meaningfulness. Such as: off-
leash dogs, mindful walking, charging yourself.   

Atmosphere 

The Blue Mountains park was discussed in such terms which described the ambiance of the park. A 

subdivision was made with the following themes: unknown/hidden, nature, positive and other. 

Regarding ‘unknown’, more information can be found under the category accessibility. Regarding the 

theme nature, see the category nature. Moreover, the words ‘lovely’, ‘peaceful’ and ‘beautiful’ came 

forward in the theme positive. Relating to the theme ‘other’, it was stated that the park was too dark 

in the winter mornings and that the Blue Mountains is not a family park.   

Sensing  

The category sensing was made, since a lot of terms regarding smelling, seeing and hearing came 

forward. This was also influenced by the exercise evoking the senses.  The first theme was ‘smelling’, 

which included smelling in a positive, neutral and negative way. Some negative statements about the 

park included the bad smell of the water pond, the smell of sand and rotten wood and the smell of 

dog poop. Some positive statements about the park were about the smell of the nature, mentioned 

by man Q, and the smell of flowering plants, mentioned by woman R. The theme ‘seeing’ came 

forward since the participants discussed seeing dirt and the view on the dirty water, which they did 

not like. However, other participants also mentioned that they liked the clean pond, the amount of 

greenery and the beautiful sprawl. The theme ‘hearing’ was divided into ‘hearing sounds’ and ‘hearing 

noise’. The sounds were stated positively and included sounds of trees, birds, frogs, insects and the 

wind. The noise was interpretated negatively and contained noise of traffic, dogs and construction. 

However, some participants were not bothered by traffic noise. Some suggestions came up regarding 

the reduction of traffic noise; more trees and decrease in speed limit cars. Woman F and woman G 



50 

 

stated that different materials for the asphalt could also reduce the noise. Furthermore, some general 

sensing came forward: the sense of history, feeling of warmth and quietness.  

Experience  

The participants mentioned some experiences of the park which were subdivided into the themes: 

resting, moving and other. Man E stated that he likes to go to the park but does not go there often 

because of the dog poop. He mentions that there is no space to relax. However, Woman F argues that 

she walks a longer route through the park sometimes, to relax. Moreover, reading books and charging 

yourself is named during the sessions. Other experiences are people smoking (weed), according to 

Woman F. Woman C states that she walks in the park in the early mornings, at that moment she 

experiences the park as peaceful.  

Social 

In the first step, the participants wrote down why they joined the session. The theme ‘contribution’ 

came forward, as described under the category meaningfulness. Also, the theme ‘social activities’ 

came forward, which includes meeting and socializing with people. Man Q drew a map on which a tea 

house was drawn. Moreover, he drew a barbecue place on the map, just as woman R.  

Feelings  

During evoking the sense, all participants wrote their feelings about the park on post-it's and discussed 

it in plenary. In general, there were two types of feelings that came up which were negative and 

positive. On the negative feelings, safety, feeling afraid of the dogs, feeling afraid of losing nature were 

seen. Men P and Q also mentioned that they kept their negative thoughts about the off leash dogs to 

themselves, to avoid clashes with dog owners. On the positive feelings, woman F mentioned positive 

well-being and woman C brought up historical value of the park. Other positive feelings were about 

plants, love for dogs, happiness and enjoyment. 

Safety 

Safety was discussed during all three participatory research sessions. The most discussed concern 

about safety was about dogs. Non-dog walkers raised their concern about their safety during 

confrontation with off-leash dogs, as described under the category dogs. Other safety concerns in the 

park that were raised during the participation also related to people lying in the bushes, an attack 

incident to an Asian student around the park in 2019, and the danger of cycling. 

Keeping the park the same 

Not changing the park size was a strong point for discussion in every session in the participatory 

research. The participants state they are afraid that the current development project would decrease 

in size and with that also a lot of trees will be cut in the park. Woman F dan G refer to this as the park 

will be eaten. All the participants mentioned that if the park was changing, and a lot of biodiversity 

would be sacrificed. 

Recreational  

The participants drew recreational facilities that they would like to see in the park on their map. Man 

Q suggested to have boats in the pond for children to play with. Also related to the pond, woman S 

and woman B mentioned wanting lounge seats and benches alongside the pond to have a good view. 

Multiple participants (see map women T and man P) highlighted the importance of more benches and 
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chairs that are not too low for less abled people. Furthermore, facilities for food and drinks could be 

built in the park such as drinking faucet, barbeque place and tea house.  

Accessibility  

Woman S mentioned she did not know that the park existed. Woman S, man Q and woman B 

suggested to have better signs (also with rules of the park), entrance bows or banners, and more 

entrances to the park (visible on their maps). Related, man P suggested that there should not be a 

slight hill before the entrance because this makes the park less accessible. Moreover, man P suggested 

to make the paths firmer to make the park more accessible for less abled people. 
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Appendix IV: Median and mode per question/statement  

Groupings for readability 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Table A  

Other variables 

   Visits Cleanliness Vegetation Wildlife Entrances 

Median ≈1/week neutral much neutral clear 

Mode >1/week clean much neutral clear 
 

Table B 

Attraction 

 General attraction Attraction nature Attraction facilities 

Median attractive attractive neutral 

Mode attractive attractive neutral 
 

Table C 

Facilities  

 Water Grass Flowers Trees Paths Trashcans Benches Natural light Artificial light 

Median satisfied satisfied neutral satisfied satisfied neutral neutral satisfied neutral 

Mode satisfied satisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied neutral satisfied satisfied neutral 
 

Table D 

Day Safety 

 Space Encounter Discomfort Alone Scared 

Median neutral disagree disagree disagree disagree  

Mode disagree disagree disagree disagree completely disagree* 
 

Table E 

Night Safety 

    Space Encounter Discomfort Alone Scared 

Median agree disagree disagree neutral disagree  

Mode agree completely disagree completely disagree* agree disagree 
 

* Means that there are multiple modes and that the smallest mode is shown
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