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Abstract—With the advancement of the Internet of Things
(IoT) and communication platform, large scale sensor deployment
can be easily implemented in an urban city to collect various
information. To date, there are only a handful of research
studies about understanding the usage of urban public spaces.
Leveraging IoT, various sensors have been deployed in an urban
residential area to monitor and study public space utilization
patterns. In this paper, we propose a data processing system
to generate space-centric insights about the utilization of an
urban residential region of multiple points of interest (PoIs)
that consists of 190,000m2 real estate. We identify the activeness
of each PoI based on the spectral clustering, and then study
their corresponding static features, which are composed of trans-
portation, commercial facilities, population density, along with
other characteristics. Through the heuristic features inferring,
the residential density and commercial facilities are the most
significant factors affecting public place utilization.

Index Terms—Space-centric Monitoring, Public Space Utiliza-
tion, Spatial Temporal, Internet of Things, Smart City

I. INTRODUCTION

THE advancement of communication technologies and
low-cost sensors have paved the direction for the Internet

of things (IoT) to be widely deployed on a large scale, which
is currently one of the most prominent research areas in Smart
City development. It allows a government agency to monitor
various regions of the city for different information such as
traffic management, sewer management, smart building, etc.
The advancement of low power devices and communication
technology has granted the possibility of pervasive monitoring
for a long period of duration in a smart city. To date, various
smart city applications have gained attention especially in
improving various aspects of the smart city as reviewed
in [1] and [2], which consists of medical devices [3], [4],
waste management [5], traffic monitoring [6], smart energy
systems [7], [8], pervasive environmental monitoring [9]–[11],
and miscellaneous.

Among them, human behavior in an urban city is one
of the most discussed topics by city governors as it often
influences the planning decision of the urban development.
Urban planners often face the difficulty of planning a more
livable area for the citizen and often it requires different kinds
of data sources to evaluate before commencing a new project
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to build or renovate public spaces. One of the common sensor
devices that most urban citizens carry is a smartphone, and
it can be used to capture data related to human behavior as
shown in [12]–[14]. However, the ease of collecting private
data causes privacy intrusion issues and therefore only limited
information is available to understand the urban citizen’s
behavior. This can be an obstacle for organizations that have
the real intention of studying human behavior data rather
than exploiting it for certain benefits. Despite users’ consent
being given, one potential cyber threat is information theft,
which can be discouraging for urban citizens participating
in studies about human behavior. Data collection methods
without directly involving users have been used to address the
privacy intrusion problem such as passive WiFi sniffer [15],
[16], sonar sensors [17], [18], motion sensors [10], [19], etc.

Upon further investigation with these approaches, we notice
that the majority of the literature consists of people-centric
monitoring techniques, which track people over a specific
time-line using the physical sensor and extract insights from
it. When considering the aforementioned privacy intrusion
problem, there arises a need for a space-centric monitoring
approach to eliminate privacy intrusion problems. Examples
of such methodology can be found in [20] and [9]. To date,
most space-centric methods have been focusing on the indoor
environment due to various challenges such as limited cov-
erage, weatherproof hardware, and other types of challenges.
Thus, it motivates us to study the space-centric monitoring of
an urban residential area in an outdoor environment.

In this paper, we propose a space-centric approach architec-
ture to monitor public space utilization in an urban residential
area and study the activeness of outdoor public spaces. Sub-
sequently, the potential factors that affect the activeness of
outdoor public spaces were studied. Hence, the data pipeline
is proposed to process the utilization data acquired by the
space-centric sensors and extract the underlying features by
grouping them based on the activeness of PoI. Next, the
potential factors that affect the activeness of a location can be
conducted by correlating the activeness of PoI with the static
features, which are composed of transportation, commercial
facilities, population density, along with other characteristics.

The contributions in this paper are three-fold and listed as
follows:
• A data pipeline model is proposed to profile data collected

from multiple outdoor space-centric sensors spread across
an urban region.

• The activeness of a PoI for the studied region is defined
by clustering their utilization profiles on three different
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types of day, which are weekday, weekend, and school
holiday.

• The potential factors that drive the activeness of public
space were analyzed heuristically based on static features.

The remaining paper can be organized into the following
sections: First, we discuss related works regarding space-
centric monitoring in Section II. Next, the data pipeline for
processing different types of data collected from PoIs in the
designated region is introduced in Section III. Afterward, in
Section IV, we briefly discuss the underlying mechanism for
profiling the sensors along with the similarity kernel. Using
the aforementioned sensor profiling, the utilization pattern for
each PoI is studied in Section V along with their static features.
Lastly, we conclude our findings in Section VI.

II. RELATED WORKS ON SPACE-CENTRIC MONITORING

In this section, we present the literature works that are
related to the space-centric monitoring of human activity.
Specifically, data sources and data extraction techniques are
emphasized.

A. Space Centric Data Sources

The data sources for space-centric monitoring can be gen-
erally divided into three different categories such as physical
data sources (obtained from sensors), cyber-data sources (us-
ing on-line resources), and participation (crowd survey).

Physical data sources involve actual sensors to collect data
at a particular location over a certain period. For instance, mo-
tion [10], [21] and proximity sensors [18], [22] are frequently
used to monitor a particular space of interest. These sensing
techniques normally focus on one PoI due to limited coverage,
and therefore deployment of multiple sensor units is often
required to cover large areas. Also, computer vision is common
in tracking the activeness of a particular space of interest
using cameras [11], [20], [23], [24] and thermal imaging [25],
[26]. However, it requires high computation and large data
storage space, which is not ideal for long term deployment
using sustainable energy sources. Moreover, sound data can
be used in space-centric monitoring as shown in [27]–[29]. It
offers monitoring by understanding the acoustic characteristics
of the surveillance of the specific area, but it is sensitive to
a noisy environment and requires a high sampling rate. It
makes it less ideal to deploy long-term, and the ground truth
for the data modeling often requires a lot of human labor.
Likewise, building management systems as shown in [30]–[33]
in frequently leverage space-centric data as input data sources.
They use electrical consumption as a metric to measure the
occupancy of a place, but this has limited coverage up to a
single building only. As for cyber-data and participatory data,
there is only a handful of literature to date. For instance, cyber-
data such as geotagged data as shown in [34] as well as [35]
is mainly used in space-centric data extraction for analyzing
the activeness of a particular public space. An example of
the participatory data can be found in [36] and [37], which
explores the opinions of residents, and attempts to understand
the usage of public space.

After surveying the related work about space-centric data
sources, we notice the majority of the data sources focus on

the indoor environment. An indoor environment is a space that
is easier to set up when compared to the outdoor environment.
This introduces a research gap in understanding outdoor public
space.

B. Data Extraction Techniques

To understand insights and knowledge about a particu-
lar space of interest, various platforms and techniques are
proposed. In this subsection, the data extraction techniques
can be categorized into the following groups: state estima-
tion/inference and machine learning approaches.

One of the common techniques found in the literature review
is state estimation, where information obtained from data
sources is used to estimate a state. For instance, Viswanath
et al. [18] performed an estimation on the people count of
multiple proximity sensors. This is also shown in [22], where
the infrared and ultra-wideband is used to estimate people
count in an urban area. Another example of the state estimation
can be found in [38], where it estimates the number of the
person using Bluetooth probing sensors in 12 event spaces
around the city. These types of data extraction techniques
mostly focus on the sensor level, and also a singular space
information extraction.

To generate space-centric insights about a particular PoI,
machine learning approaches have been adopted by many
researchers, and it can be divided into supervised and un-
supervised machine learning. Supervised machine learning
often includes data with labels or ground-truth, and the most
common problems addressed are prediction and classification.
Examples of the prediction approach for space-centric systems
can be found in [25] and [30]. Meanwhile, classification
techniques have been shown in the following works [27],
[31], [32], which use classifiers such as neural network and
regression. On the other hand, unsupervised machine learning
approaches do not involve data with labels or ground-truth, and
common techniques used are clustering as well as dimension
reduction. For instance, the space-centric space monitoring
involves clustering techniques, which can be found in [28]
as well as [35], where cluster techniques such as k-means and
DBSCAN are utilized.

After going through the techniques, we observe that the
approach mostly are data-driven. For instance, if acoustic and
vision sensors frequently have ground truth for validation,
supervised machine learning would be a more appropriate
method for such tasks instead.

III. DATA PROCESSING PIPELINE

In this section, we describe the overall data process system,
data preprocessing stage, and the modules used for extracting
insights from the data. The system model is used for profiling
different public spaces based on their utilization comprises
three processing phases, which are (1) data sources, (2)
data preprocessing, and (3) utilization pattern clustering and
analysis. The overall system architecture is illustrated in the
following Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1: The system model for extracting insights for public
space, which consists of three stages: input data, data prepro-
cessing, and sensor profiling

A. Data Sources and Characteristics

There are two data sources needed in the data processing
pipeline, which are public space utilization data and static
features. The public space utilization data is collected via
sensor nodes proposed in [19], while the static features are
calculated based on the geographical features of the region
studied.

We describe the details about the sensor nodes, whose
function is to collect the environmental and utilization data.
There are a total of 47 valid sensor nodes within the time
frame ranging from 01 May 2017 to 30 December 2017.
The sampling rate for the sensor nodes is tuned to 5-minute
to preserve the longevity of the sensor nodes during data
collection. A minimum requirement 10% validity data(based
on the utilization data) of the designated time frame is chosen
to identify the invalid sensor nodes. This step will ensure that
those sensors with insufficient data entries will be excluded
from the data processing pipeline. Similar invalid sensor lists
will be applied to the static features to remove invalid static
features.

The static features consist of quantitative data that describes
the geographical data for each PoI, where the same location
of sensor nodes are deployed, which can be generally divided
into the following segments: (1) transportation, (2) commercial

facilities, (3) population density, plus (4) other characteristics.
Note that the static features do not have a temporal effect
unless there is a modification to the amenities, where it
remains constant during the data collection period. Detailed
information about the static features will be further discussed
in Section V.

B. Data Preprocessing

Two types of input data need to be preprocessed, which
are motion sensors and static features. The motion sensors
will undergo a few preprocessing steps before feeding it to
the sensor profiling module. We apply the temporal label to
the data based on the day of the week, which are Monday,
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday.
Special occasions such as school holidays and public holidays
are also included as part of the temporal labeling. After that,
data aggregation by windows (data over a day) is performed
to obtain the average utilization data for each temporal label.
Next, the public space utilization data through generalized
temporal labels (weekday, weekend, and a school holiday)
is averaged in order to obtain an individual profile for each
generalized temporal label.

As for static features, the invalid sensors list is applied to
the static features based on the identification process from
motion sensors data processing. We perform the min-max
normalization function using the following equation:

Z ′ =
zi −min(Z)

max(Z)−min(Z)
(1)

where Z is the list of active or non-active sensor nodes and zi
is the static feature of the sensor node being computed. After
that, the inverse function is applied to calculate the distance
of normalized static features such as:

Z ′ = 1− Z ′d (2)

where Z ′d is the normalized distance features. Note that lower
distance value denotes higher values in the normalized range,
while higher value implies the opposite (notation of 1.0 shows
the nearest distance, where 0.0 indicates furthest). After that,
we label the features based on the activeness label obtained
from the public space utilization profiling module. Labeled
features will be used for inference analysis in the analysis
section.

C. Sensor Profiling and Analysis

After public space utilization is preprocessed, we profile the
sensors based on their utilization to determine their activeness.

The activeness for each PoI based on their public space
utilization is studied by using spectral clustering [39] to form
different usage profiles of the PoI. These different profiles of
PoI’s utilization are three generalized temporal labels, which
are weekday, weekend, and school holiday. The underlying
principles of Spectral Clustering will be outlined in the upcom-
ing section. After obtaining the clustered result, the clusters
are separated into an active and non-active list based on the
clusters for each generalized temporal label. The method used
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to separate the clusters rely on the average normalized public
space utilization from each cluster.

Based on the active and non-active list of PoIs, the static
features are studied and correlated with the normalized uti-
lization of each PoI to perform a heuristic study. The static
features can be divided into four main categories, which are
(1) transportation, (2) commercial facilities, (3) population
density, plus (4) other characteristics. A heuristic approach is
proposed to study the correlation between static features and
the activeness of a PoI.

IV. SENSOR PROFILE CLUSTERING

In this section, we discuss the profiling module that groups
the sensor nodes based on the normalized utilization values.
The profiling module performs spectral clustering [40] on the
sensor modules by utilizing the concept of a fully connected
graph, where the similarity metrics represent the edge of
a graph. The main advantage of such an approach is to
allow the increment of sensor nodes in future expansion, and
recalculation of the similarity metrics can be done in a straight
forward manner.

A. Public Space Similarity Study

First, the public space normalized utilization data is defined
as X ∈ Rn×t input matrix as follows:

X =


x1,1 x1,2 . . . x1,t
x2,1 x2,2 . . . x2,t

...
...

. . .
...

xn,1 xn,2 · · · xn,t

 , (3)

where matrix X is the data representing the number of sensor
nodes with varying spatial characteristic, n, and temporal
characteristic is denoted by t.

Subsequently, the raw data with the day of the week is
labeled to indicate the different normalized utilization values
across the week. In addition, special occasions such as public
holidays and school holidays are labeled as well. There are
nine temporal labels can be generated, which are (1) Monday,
(2) Tuesday, (3) Wednesday, (4) Thursday, (5) Friday, (6)
Saturday, (7) Sunday, (8) School Holiday, along with (9)
Public Holiday.

Next, the normalized utilization data is aggregated through
an average function for individual temporal labels. The average
function fits the normalized utilization data into daily average
windows consists of 288 samples (sampling frequency of 5
minutes) for the aforementioned nine temporal labels. The
average function is defined as follows:

X′ =

n∑
i=1

1

d

 t∑
j=1

xi,j:j+d

9

1

(4)

where d represents the total sampling data in a particular day
of the nine temporal labels. The main reason for averaging
the normalized utilization value over nine temporal labels is
to obtain a generic pattern of the normalized utilization for
different types of days. This step is crucial to provide some

metrics for each sensor to indicate their regular normalized
utilization pattern for us to further investigate.

Based on the individual regular normalized utilization
values, the similarity kernels can be formulated to inspect
whether both sensor nodes yield similar utilization patterns.
Here, Windows Inverse Euclidean Distance (WIED) function,
dist(x′a, x

′
b) is applied to address non-linearity of the data as

follows:

dist(xa, xb) =
1

t

t∑
j=1

√
(x′a,j − x′b,j)2, (5)

where a and b represent the any pairwise of the windowed
sensor (a, b) ∈ {1, 2, ..., n} in x′, while a 6= b. The time
windows, W consider previous and subsequent the normalized
utilization data to calculate the similarity measurement for
both comparing sensor node values within the time-frame
of W . By iterating the WIED function over all pairwise
sensor nodes, the pairwise similarity Sfq can be calculated by
inverting the distance function as such:

Sfq =
1

1 + dist(xa, xb)
, (6)

where q denotes the number of temporal features label, while
f is the temporal feature. Note that if both sensor nodes’
utilization data are identical, the similarity measurement will
be closer to 1, where any difference between sensor nodes will
be exponentially increased.

By combining the similarity measurement for pairwise
sensor nodes, we are able to obtain the similarity matrix Sfq
of normalized utilization pattern as follows:

SU =


0 s1,2 . . . s1,n−1 s1,n
s2,1 0 . . . s2,n−1 s2,n

...
...

. . .
...

...
sn−1,1 sn−1,2 · · · 0 sn−1,n
sn,1 sn,2 · · · sn,n−1 0

 . (7)

The similarity matrix, SU has an orthogonality property since
it is a complete graph and it can be used for spectral
clustering algorithm (using similar concept from community
detection [39]). In this paper, the sensor nodes are represented
as graph nodes, and similarity metrics between different nodes
are computed as edges.

As for the similarity matrix, a different time slot of the
day is examined as well as 24 hours time-frame similarity.
However, comparing 24 hours of difference between every
sensor node does not seem effective as a common inactive
period between sensor nodes mostly yields higher similarity
values. The similarity values generated during the inactive
period (midnight) will likely cause noise when comparing one
sensor node to another. So, the underlying similarity metrics
rely on the weight assigned to different periods to mitigate
the dominance of similarity values of the inactive period.
We further investigate temporal features in conjunction with
similarity matrix, SU to form affinity matrix A by breaking
down the time into 4 sessions using the following Table I.

By defining the above mentioned temporal features, the
similarity matrix is computed for different time slots. Each
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TABLE I: Temporal Features Time

section morning, f1 afternoon, f2 evening, f3 night, f4

time start 06:00 11:00 14:00 18:00
time end 10:59 13:59 17:59 23:59

time slot generate a similarity matrices such as S′f1,S
′
f2,S

′
f3,

and S′f4. To show the effectiveness of including the temporal
features, a toy example that consists of two sensor nodes data
to check the similarity calculation between two sensor nodes
utilization values is proposed. The sensors node utilization
values are illustrated in following Fig. 2:

00:00              03:00              06:00           09:00              12:00            15:00              18:00             21:00            23:59
0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

Time, 24 Hours

N
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m
al

iz
ed

 U
ti
liz

at
io

n

sensor data 1
sensor data 2

Non-active Period Active Period

Fig. 2: An example of two sensor nodes utilization data, where
the red highlight denotes non-active period and the green
highlights show active period.

The similarity features with the inclusion of the temporal
features or non-temporal features is proposed to show the
importance of defining the similarity features based on the
toy example above. The result of the comparison is shown in
the following Table II.

TABLE II: Comparison of the similarity calculation using toy
example from Fig 2

Similarity Kernel Pairwise Comparison

Without Temporal Features With Temporal Features

Euclidean 0.9798 0.3122
Manhattan 0.9167 0.0415
Minkowski 0.9177 0.3121
WIED - 0.7845

Based on the observation, we notice that without temporal
features, the similarity metrics, the similarity calculation for
the majority of the approaches (Euclidean, Manhattan, and
Minkowski) are quite high. However, when the temporal
features are introduced, which excluded the weightage of the
non-active period, the similarity metrics are greatly reduced.
This shows that the non-active period yields a high proportion
of time in computing the similarity between two sensors.
Therefore, we use the WIED as the similarity computation
between sensor nodes, which extends the Euclidean features
with the windows sliding method. Note that the similarity
value is will be exponentially smaller if the difference between
two sensor nodes is large. After deciding the similarity kernel
calculation, the similarity matrix generation used for clustering
is discussed in the next sub-section.

B. Multi Features Spectral Clustering
In this sub-section, the similarity matrix of temporal features

is combined with public space normalized utilization pattern

to form affinity matrix, A as follows:

A =
w1

4
(S′f1 + S′f2 + S′f3 + S′f4) + w2SU (8)

where w1 and w2 denote the weights for similarity matrix
and temporal features respectively, where w1 + w2 = 1.0.
In the data processing pipeline, uniform weight is considered
(w1 = w2 = 0.5) to generate the affinity matrix A.

In order to compute the Laplacian matrix, L for generalized
eigenvectors, the degree matrix, D matrix can be denoted as
follows:

D =

n∑
i

{
1 Ai,i ≥ 0
0 otherwise , (9)

where it accounts a non-zero affinity matrix (complete dissim-
ilar matrix) and similarity metrics within the nodes. It is also
commonly denoted as deg(), and it calculates the number of
connected nodes within a graph.

Finally, by combining degree and affinity matrix, the nor-
malized Laplacian matrix, L can be formulated using the
following equation:

L = I− D−1/2AD−1/2, (10)

where I denotes the identity matrix. Here, the normalized
Laplacian matrix is used because it serves in the approximation
of the minimization of NCut.

Next, we calculate the k generalized eigenvectors from the
normalized Laplacian matrix using the following notation:

Lu = λDu (11)

where vector u is computed using the k smallest eigenvalue.
Subsequently, the optimal k value to use for clustering is com-
puted using the Davies-Bouldin Index [41]. After formulating
the clustering process from the similarity metrics to clustering
notation, The algorithm for sensor nodes profiling can be
formulated as shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Sensors’ Profiles Clustering Algorithm
Data: Valid data matrix, X
Result: Cluster List, C
1. Partition data into window X′ using Eqn. 4.
2. Calculate the normalized utilization similarity matrix, SU as follows:
for i← 1 to n do

for j ← 1 to n do
calculate the similarity metric using Eqn. 5.
calculate the distance using Eqn. 6.

3. Calculate the Temporal Features, Sf as follows:
for each time slot do

for a← 1 to n do
for b← 1 to n do

calculate the similarity using Eqn. 5.
calculate the distance using Eqn. 6.

4. Calculate the affinity matrix, A using Eqn. 8.
5. Compute the degree matrix, D using Eqn. 8.
6. Calculate the Laplacian Matrix, L using Eqn. 10.
7. Calculate the Eigen Vector, U.
8. Determine k value based on Davies-Bouldin Index based on U.
9. Perform k-means and obtain cluster list, C.
10. return C.

To this end, we generate different profiles based on large
scale sensors w.r.t. temporal features. The challenges encoun-
tered in designing the data processing pipeline can be divided
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into the following three steps, which are (1) similarity study,
(2) temporal elements, and (3) clustering approach. A simi-
larity study between sensor nodes is necessary to determine
whether data captured by sensors are similar. Among other
conventional similarity studies, most of them (Euclidean, Man-
hanttan, and Minkowski) do not include temporal elements
into similarity computation. Hence, WIED is used to calculate
similarity metrics with consideration of data input over time
using sliding windows. In order to minimize the inclusion
of midnight temporal, the temporal sessions are divided into
four sessions. The main reason for performing such operations
to have a higher weightage in computing similarity metrics
between two sensors at the active period. Meanwhile, the detail
of the clustering is discussed in the next section. Since an
unsupervised machine learning approach is applied to profile
the normalized utilization patterns into similar categories,
some sort of empirical result interpretation is still required.
Thus, we will further explore the cluster results based on the

profiling algorithm in the next section and study the underlying
factors affecting public space utilization.

V. STUDY OF UTILIZATION PROFILES

In this section, we use the proposed sensor profiling model
from the previous session, and group PoI with similar normal-
ized utilization patterns for generic temporal labels. The nine
temporal labels are merged into three generic temporal labels
as shown in Table III, which are (1) weekday, (2) weekend,
and (3) school holiday.

TABLE III: Temporal Labels Aggregation

Generic Temporal Label Temporal Label

Weekday(WD) Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
Thursday, Friday

Weekend(WE) Saturday, Sunday
School Holiday(SH) School Holiday

PoI 1             PoI 2             PoI 3             PoI 4              PoI 5            PoI 6

PoI 8             PoI 9             PoI 10           PoI 11            PoI 12            PoI 7

PoI 14            PoI 15           PoI 16           PoI 17            PoI 18          PoI 13

PoI 19            PoI 20           PoI 21           PoI 22            PoI 23           PoI 24

Sensor No.
Weekday
Weekend

School Holiday

Sensor No.
Weekday
Weekend

School Holiday

Sensor No.
Weekday
Weekend

School Holiday

Sensor No.
Weekday
Weekend

School Holiday

PoI Genres Color
Playground
Linkway

Precint Pavilion
Multi-Purpose Court
Community Garden

31      32      33        15         16                 12                       8               1    2     3     4      5       6       7 

36          37        30     29     45         25          26          13          14          19          20      21    22   23   24

38         39                 44                42         43                 46                       47                  9          10

40          41          17          18          27         28                 35                        11                      34

2       3       2          1           3                  4                        3               4     4     5    4      4       4       4 
1       3       1          1           4                  5                        4               4     4     5    4      5       4       4 

2       3       2          1           4                  1                        4               4     4     5    3      5       4       4 

3           3         3       5       3          3          4            4           5            5           4        4     5     5     4 
3           1         1       5       3          3           4            4           5            5           4        5     5     5     4 
2           2         4       5       2          3           4            4           5            5           5        4     5     5     4 

1           3                  2                  3           4                  4                        4                   4           5  
1           5                  3                  3           3                  3                        5                  5           5  
1          3                  2                  2           3                  3                        4                   4          5  

3           2            3           4           4           4                  5                         4                        4 
3           1            3           4           4           3                  5                         4                        4 
3           1            4           5            5           5                  5                         4                       4 

Active Places Less Active Places

Category Color
1
2
3
4
5

Fig. 5: The separation of active and less active PoI based on the clusters (it needs at least two Category 3 or more active
cluster’s category to be denoted as active).
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The extraction of the three generic temporal labels is
computed using average function over daily data (288 samples)
for each timestamp of the day over assigned temporal labels.
Note that public holidays are not included in the profiling stage
as the number of samples collected is insufficient, and does
not yield any interesting or meaningful findings due to lack of
samples.

A. Cluster Results on Utilization Profiles
After preprocessing the raw data, the windowed data from

an average function based on Eqn. 4 are shown in the following
Fig. 3(a). As observed from the windowed average data, we
notice that the non-active period (12:00am-06:00am) has less
public space utilization compared to the active period. This
causes some distortion in the distance matrix when calculating
the similarity between the non-active period (roughly 6 hours)
among sensor nodes. Hence, the proposed Algorithm 1 is used
to perform temporal session-based similarity measurement
between sensor nodes by reducing the weights of the similarity
matrix. Next, based on the similarity matrix, we need to
determine the optimal k values to perform clustering. Other

than relying on Davies-Bouldin Index to choose the optimal
k value, the Eigen components are visualized to have a visual
cue about the clustering process as illustrated in Fig. 3(b).

To investigate the different time of the week, we cluster the
sensor nodes based on their utilization value, and the result
is shown as follows: a) Weekday - 5 clusters b) Weekend - 4
clusters, and c) School Holiday - 5 clusters. For each cluster,
the average normalized utilization value is computed for each
sensor node illustrated in Fig. 3(a). After that, the average
normalized utilization value for each cluster data is inspected,
and then define the utilization profile for each cluster. Weekday
and school holiday’s clusters yield similar k value, while the
weekend category has one cluster less in contrast. In order
to further understand the underlying interpretation of each
cluster, the average normalization utilization value of each
sensor node within the cluster is calculated, which is also
shown in Fig. 4.

Based on the result inspection, there are five different uti-
lization patterns for weekdays and school holidays, while the
weekend only has four utilization patterns. The categories are
sorted according to the normalized utilization average value
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Fig. 6: Comparison of static features between active and less active PoIs (significant features are highlighted in red color)
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from high to low, which indicates the Category 1 is a high
utilization group, while Category 5 denotes low utilization.
The Category 4 is composed of sensor nodes that have a rather
low or short burst utilization, where Category 5 sensor nodes
have a rather low utilization data on the public space. Sensor
nodes in Category 3 are somewhere in between Category
2 and 4, where there is some public space utilization, but
much lower than Category 2 and 1. According to Fig. 4,
there are more sensor nodes labeled as Category 1 during
the weekend and school holidays. During the school holiday,
there are also more sensor nodes in Category 1 and Category
2 as compared to weekday and weekend. These phenomenons
imply that PoIs are more active during the weekend and
school holidays. Interestingly, there are more sensor nodes that
belong to Category 5 during the weekend and school holiday
compared to weekdays.

B. Study of the Clusters’ Static Features

To generalize the clustering result, we first divide the PoIs
with respective sensor nodes into active and less active PoIs.
Three different temporal characteristics are plotted side by side
indicated by different colors in order to have an overview
of PoI activeness. The PoIs with at least two categories
more active than Category 3 are defined as a baseline to
decide whether the specific PoI is considered as active or
less active. Subsequently, the cluster results for all three
different temporal categories are tabulated as shown in Fig. 5,
and observe different types of PoIs sorted according to their
activeness. After partitioning the PoI into active and inactive
PoIs, we further explore the static features of each PoI through
averaging according to the list. Since there are various kinds of
static features available, and only factors that can be quantified
are generated such as (1) transportation, (2) commercial facil-
ities, (3) population density, and (4) other PoI characteristics.
Details of the static features can be found in Table IV.

TABLE IV: Static Features for PoIs, Z ′

Type of
Features Features Name Description

Transportation
1st nearest bus stop
(distance feature in meters)

Nearest bus stop
to a particular PoI

2nd nearest bus stop
(distance feature in meters)

Second nearest bus
stop to a particular PoI

Commercial
Facilities

1st nearest shop
(distance feature in meters)

Nearest shop
(non grocery and food amenity)

2nd nearest shop
(distance feature in meters)

Second nearest shop
(non grocery and food amenity)

1st nearest food amenity
(distance feature in meters)

Nearest food amenity
(coffee house/hawker center)

2nd nearest food amenity
(distance feature in meters)

Second nearest food amenity
(coffee house/hawker center)

1st nearest grocery
(distance feature in meters)

Nearest grocery shop
(Provision/wet market/kiosk)

2nd nearest grocery
(distance feature in meters)

Second nearest grocery shop
(Provision/wet market/kiosk)

Population
Density

Number of
Housing Block

Number of Housing
blocks within 100m

Number of
Housing Unit

Number of Housing
unit within 100m

Other PoI
Characteristics

Topology of PoI Number of surrounding
building(separate d by roads)

Connected
Pathway

Number of the connected
pathway within 50m

To draw a fair comparison between different static features,
the min-max normalization method shown in Eqn. 1 is used
for normalizing the static features for all the sensor inputs. In
this context, we adopt two-extreme end empirical methods to

compare the active and non-active PoIs. Each group will have
their normalized static features value averaged according to the
number of active and non-active PoIs. The result is illustrated
in Fig. 6, and the community garden are omitted as both of
them are marked as inactive. For easier interpretability of the
result, the significant result is highlighed in red color, where
the average of the active PoIs is higher than the non-active
PoIs. Note that the average of static data is compuated and
the distribution may have a wider range, which is harder to
conclude.

Based on observation, the population density category is one
of the prominent features that distinguish active and non-active
playgrounds, in which the average of housing block and unit
for active PoIs is higher than the non-active PoIs. In addition,
the pathway connection to the playground is possibly another
reason why one playground is more active than another.
The majority of the precinct pavilions are affected by the
neighboring facilities such as food amenities and grocery
shops. Similar to the precinct pavilion, multi-purpose court
PoI is affected by the neighboring facilities with different
kinds of shops being considered important features. Besides,
the link-way does not seem to have a distinct pattern on the
static features that dictate its activeness. This may due to the
limited coverage of the sensor nodes causes some potential
link-ways that are not captured, and therefore the trajectory
of residents might not be captured in detail. And lastly, we
observed that majority of the PoI locations are not affected by
the accessibility of public transport.

In a nutshell, public space utilization profiles are highly
dependent on their static spatial features. One of the significant
features that affect the public space utilization based on the
observation is the population density of a surrounding PoI,
where a naturally higher population implies higher public
space utilization. Also, the availability of nearby commercial
facilities plays an important role in ensuring the liveliness of
a PoI. Such observations are also aligned with the findings
from social behavior study that is conducted in the survey
found in [36] and [37].

VI. CONCLUSION

We present a space-centric system model for processing
data collected from public space in an urban residential area.
The potential factors that drive public space utilization are
identified through the correlation of the IoT data sources,
which are based on static features of the region studied. This
allows us to have an in-depth understanding of public space
utilization using heuristic correlation. We would like to draw
a few conclusions based on analysis of the result as follows:
• The activeness of each PoI over a region over weekday,

weekend, and school holiday is identified.
• Using the spectral clustering method, space-centric sen-

sors can be segmented into different levels of activeness.
• From the public space utilization profile’s result, the

liveliness of a PoI can be highly correlated with the
static features such as nearby commercial facilities and
population density.

However, some questions remain such as how the identified
factors can be used to build a more livable area or guide
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the urban designer to better plan for future development.
It should be noted that this is a case study of a specific
region, and it may not be representative across the nationwide
or different country cultures. Also, should the number of
sensors coverage increase, a different result can be obtained
as different residential areas may have varying behavior and
diversifying factors. Those questions will be included in future
works to further generalize factors and design models to aid
urban planners to better plan the residential area development.
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[7] E. Spanò, L. Niccolini, S. Di Pascoli, and G. Iannacconeluca, “Last-
meter smart grid embedded in an internet-of-things platform,” IEEE
Transactions on smart grid, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 468–476, 2015.

[8] E. McKenna, M. Krawczynski, and M. Thomson, “Four-state domestic
building occupancy model for energy demand simulations,” Energy and
Buildings, vol. 96, pp. 30–39, 2015.

[9] M. Bacco, F. Delmastro, E. Ferro, and A. Gotta, “Environmental
monitoring for smart cities,” IEEE Sensors Journal, vol. 17, no. 23,
pp. 7767–7774, 2017.

[10] B. P. L. Lau, T. Chaturvedi, B. K. K. Ng, K. Li, M. S. Hasala, and
C. Yuen, “Spatial and temporal analysis of urban space utilization
with renewable wireless sensor network,” in Proceedings of the 3rd
IEEE/ACM International Conference on Big Data Computing, Appli-
cations and Technologies. ACM, 2016, pp. 133–142.

[11] C. Gamanayake, L. Jayasinghe, B. K. K. Ng, and C. Yuen, “Cluster
pruning: An efficient filter pruning method for edge ai vision applica-
tions,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 14,
no. 4, pp. 802–816, May 2020.

[12] J. Liu, H. Shen, H. S. Narman, W. Chung, and Z. Lin, “A survey of
mobile crowdsensing techniques: A critical component for the internet
of things,” ACM Trans. Cyber-Phys. Syst., vol. 2, no. 3, Jun. 2018.

[13] S. H. Marakkalage, S. Sarica, B. P. L. Lau, S. K. Viswanath, T. Bala-
subramaniam, C. Yuen, B. Yuen, J. Luo, and R. Nayak, “Understanding
the lifestyle of older population: Mobile crowdsensing approach,” IEEE
Transactions on Computational Social Systems, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 82–95,
Feb 2019.

[14] Z. Koh, Y. Zhou, B. P. L. Lau, C. Yuen, B. Tuncer, and K. H. Chong,
“Multiple-perspective clustering of passive wi-fi sensing trajectory data,”
IEEE Transactions on Big Data, pp. 1–1, 2020.

[15] A.-C. Petre, C. Chilipirea, M. Baratchi, C. Dobre, and M. van Steen,
“Chapter 14 - wifi tracking of pedestrian behavior,” in Smart Sensors
Networks, ser. Intelligent Data-Centric Systems, F. Xhafa, F.-Y. Leu,
and L.-L. Hung, Eds. Academic Press, 2017, pp. 309 – 337.

[16] Y. Zhou, B. P. L. Lau, Z. Koh, C. Yuen, and B. K. K. Ng, “Understanding
crowd behaviors in a social event by passive wifi sensing and data
mining,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, 2020.

[17] K. Li, C. Yuen, and S. Kanhere, “Senseflow: An experimental study
of people tracking,” in Proceedings of the 6th ACM Workshop on Real
World Wireless Sensor Networks. ACM, 2015, pp. 31–34.

[18] S. K. Viswanath, S. R. Gubba, B. Arunn, C. S. Veerappan, and C. Yuen,
“On the design of a cost-effective and lightweight people counting
sensor,” in International Internet of Things Summit. Springer, 2014,
pp. 176–182.

[19] B. P. L. Lau, N. Wijerathne, B. K. K. Ng, and C. Yuen, “Sensor fusion
for public space utilization monitoring in a smart city,” IEEE Internet
of Things Journal, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 473–481, 2018.

[20] J. C. S. J. Junior, S. R. Musse, and C. R. Jung, “Crowd analysis using
computer vision techniques,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 27,
no. 5, pp. 66–77, 2010.

[21] Y. P. Raykov, E. Ozer, G. Dasika, A. Boukouvalas, and M. A. Little,
“Predicting room occupancy with a single passive infrared (pir) sensor
through behavior extraction,” in Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Interna-
tional Joint Conference on Pervasive and Ubiquitous Computing. ACM,
2016, pp. 1016–1027.

[22] J. W. Choi, X. Quan, and S. H. Cho, “Bi-directional passing people
counting system based on ir-uwb radar sensors,” IEEE Internet of Things
Journal, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 512–522, April 2018.

[23] A. B. Chan, Z.-S. J. Liang, and N. Vasconcelos, “Privacy preserving
crowd monitoring: Counting people without people models or tracking,”
in Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2008. IEEE Conference on.
IEEE, 2008, pp. 1–7.

[24] J. Xing, H. Ai, L. Liu, and S. Lao, “Robust crowd counting using
detection flow,” in 2011 18th IEEE International Conference on Image
Processing, Sep. 2011, pp. 2061–2064.

[25] A. Tyndall, R. Cardell-Oliver, and A. Keating, “Occupancy estimation
using a low-pixel count thermal imager,” IEEE Sensors Journal, vol. 16,
no. 10, pp. 3784–3791, 2016.

[26] I. Amin, A. Taylor, F. Junejo, A. Al-Habaibeh, and R. Parkin, “Au-
tomated people-counting by using low-resolution infrared and visual
cameras,” Measurement, vol. 41, no. 6, pp. 589 – 599, 2008.

[27] D. Barchiesi, D. Giannoulis, D. Stowell, and M. D. Plumbley, “Acoustic
scene classification: Classifying environments from the sounds they
produce,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 16–
34, 2015.

[28] J. Salamon and J. P. Bello, “Unsupervised feature learning for urban
sound classification,” in 2015 IEEE International Conference on Acous-
tics, Speech and Signal Processing. IEEE, 2015, pp. 171–175.

[29] G. M. E. Sanchez, T. V. Renterghem, K. Sun, B. D. Coensel, and
D. Botteldooren, “Using virtual reality for assessing the role of noise
in the audio-visual design of an urban public space,” Landscape and
Urban Planning, vol. 167, pp. 98 – 107, 2017.

[30] L. M. Candanedo and V. Feldheim, “Accurate occupancy detection of
an office room from light, temperature, humidity and co2 measurements
using statistical learning models,” Energy and Buildings, vol. 112, pp.
28–39, 2016.

[31] A. Akbar, M. Nati, F. Carrez, and K. Moessner, “Contextual occu-
pancy detection for smart office by pattern recognition of electricity
consumption data,” in Communications (ICC), 2015 IEEE International
Conference on. IEEE, 2015, pp. 561–566.

[32] W. Kleiminger, C. Beckel, and S. Santini, “Household occupancy
monitoring using electricity meters,” in Proceedings of the 2015 ACM
International Joint Conference on Pervasive and Ubiquitous Computing,
ser. UbiComp ’15. New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing



ACCEPTED AT IEEE INTERNET OF THINGS JOURNAL, 2021 11

Machinery, 2015, p. 975–986.
[33] W. Tushar, N. Wijerathne, W.-T. Li, C. Yuen, H. V. Poor, T. K. Saha,

and K. L. Wood, “Internet of things for green building management:
Disruptive innovations through low-cost sensor technology and artificial
intelligence,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 35, no. 5, pp. 100–
110, 2018.

[34] A. Birenboim, K. H. Reinau, N. Shoval, and H. Harder, “High-resolution
measurement and analysis of visitor experiences in time and space: The
case of aalborg zoo in denmark,” The Professional Geographer, vol. 67,
no. 4, pp. 620–629, 2015.

[35] A. Fernández Vilas, R. P. Dı́az Redondo, and M. Ben Khalifa, “Analysis
of crowds’ movement using twitter,” Computational Intelligence, vol. 35,
no. 2, pp. 448–472, 2019.

[36] K. H. Chong, T. M. Ha, and A. T. C. Tan, “The role of precinct
typology in community building and placemaking: An evidence-based
study in singapore’s public housing,” Sustainable Urban Environments:
Research, Design and Planning for the Next 50 Years, 2019.

[37] K. H. Chong, T. M. Ha, H. Xing, and B. Tuncer, “When big data meets
thick data: Deriving evidence-based urban design principles for high-
density neighbourhood public spaces,” Sustainable Urban Environments:
Research, Design and Planning for the Next 50 Years, 2019.

[38] J. Weppner, P. Lukowicz, U. Blanke, and G. Tröster, “Participatory
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