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Table 1 Recreation satisfaction index system of roadside green space in Hefei
HARE (A HEN 2 (B) 452 (O

Object layer Criteria layer Index layer

P Description

17 Pl MLBE (C1) Garden size
ST 20 (C2) Plane form
P A AR JBE (C3)

Terrain changes level

LA L5 (BD

Basic structure

2k b2 (C1)

Green space ratio

3% LA (C5)

Paving surface ratio

I el T ALK /N The total size of the garden
WA XA Design style

T B 2% 7] )2 U Vertical space hierarchy

25 st i AR o O el A T AR L

Green area accounts for the total area of the garden

2 A AR o5 90 el A T AR L

Pavement area accounts for the total area of the garden

Y E K (C6) YR SRR R
Plant hierarchy Plant vertical structure level richness
Nt o TP EFEAECD HEYI P A 2 P F 10 15 1 Bt
i TG BB (B2) Plant species diversity Information measurement of plant species diversity
Recreational Soft lands s -
ecreations ot fandseapes HI T (L) I (2 A

satisfaction of

Plant seasonal variation
5 T 1 (C9) Shadow volume

K5 (C10) Water view

roadside green

space

NATIE M58 R (CLD)
The width of the sidewalk

SO /N (C12)
Landscape architecture and sketch

il it 5% WL (B3)

e B G (C
Hard landscapes UL B (C13)

Recreational facilities

TR (C14)

Sanitation facilities

i & ¥ i (C15)

Supporting facilities

Color change of plants by seasons
FEH 438 B AR Plant shade effect
JK T K/ Water surface size
F T NATE I8 T ATl
Main sidewalk width comfort
55 HR B e ey B LS S AR SR04 43 A B
Distribution of pavilion, gallery and seat, sculpture,

landscape and pergola
U5 S TR it Akt B 5 B 104 3 A 1
Distribution of recreational facilities and fitness equipment
Jou i 5z SR 4 43 A 17 0
Distribution of toilet, trash can
TR R 38 7R Bt 1) 43 A 1 B

Distribution of lighting facilities, indicating facilities
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Table 2 Basic information of sample roadside green space

K b 45 Bk H5 WA/ m? XAz HBAER

Sample name No. Area Location Year
SN LT S 4 500 S 2000

East Changjiang road and Nanling road cross garden Between the first-ring and second ring road
23R B E Bl Xiaosu bridge graden 2 6 500 — IR LAY Within the first-ring road 1980
LR Z d 3 17 800 o 2000

i el R
FRiE voan garden Between the first-ring and second Ring Road
—3F-5F

AR Heran gard 4 9 300 2010

A HAIFP Heran garden Between the first-ring and second Ring Road
B B b Wulidun garden 5 3 600 — ¥R P Within the first-ring road 1990
55 25 B 5 AL B 52 1 U 6 0450 —I-3R 2010

5

Ziyun road and Lotus road cross garden Between the first-ring and second ring road
/N T B Xiaodongmen garden 7 7 200 — ¥ A Within the first-ring road 1980
Hipil Rui garden 8 4 000 — 3R P Within the first-ring road 2010
I 55 % 55 45 BU I A8 H i el N 3 800 — - 2000

Linquan road and Hewa road cross graden Between the first-ring and second ring road

BN KB 5 R % A 1 e NYY

TN R T8 55 O 2 191 9 el 10 5 650 LS 1990

Huizhou road and Taihu road cross garden

Outside the second ring road

JEREL «=>0.9, RN B RME BEARL & 0.7<a<<
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Table 3 The basic structural characteristics of roadside green space
a7 155 4% H 9% 5 Sample street gardens No.
Indexes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10
N R 2
w‘?‘il*i*i/m 3 300 6 500 17 800 9 300 3 600 9 350 7 200 4 000 2 800 2 650
Garden size
7 }4 =
FEE A NS FS NS NS NS FS FS NS NS
Plane form
I 8 AL R R W — & — % T — & — & +u FH — &
Terrain changes level ~ None General General Variety General General Variety Variety None General
L% /O
”‘i ®/% . 86.36 76.15 87.08 79.03 85.56 56.68 41.67 73.00 81.96 69.81
Green space ratio
B A O
Fh%lt{ﬂ/ﬁ . 13.64 23.08 12.36 20.97 13.89 43.32 55.56 26.25 17.14 26.42
Paving surface ratio
7 :Note: NS: H4& 3 Natural style; FS: U= Formal style.
x4 HEGHMERENERIHHS
Table 4 The distribution characteristics of soft landscape elements in roadside green space
T4 Z= A7 1k Plant seasonal variation
" oy e N et = E} E=N =R 2
P Rk *H%%ﬂ‘%#fi i 5 T N R K 1 B YRR ErE/% 7K /m?
No. Plant hierarchy Plﬂfll Sp?““ Evergreen and Evergreen and Shadow W_ater
diversity deciduous deciduous quantity volume view
species ratio ratio
1 Fr -+ Arbor-shrub 0.92 0.43 0.30 90.91 0
2 &+ + 3 Arbor-shrub-grass 0.25 0.30 0.64 88.46 16 200
3 7+ ¥ Arbor-grass 0.09 0.50 0.33 94.94 27 500
4 Ft+#E + 5 Arbor-shrub-grass 0.53 0.23 0.70 86.56 0
5 Fr+#E 4% Arbor-shrub-grass 1.78 0.32 0.45 89.44 0
6 F* -+ Arbor-shrub 0.41 0.18 0.25 76.47 0
7 7t + ¥ Arbor-shrub 1.50 0.64 0.84 80.56 6 700
8 I+ -+ + % Arbor-shrub-grass 1.70 0.67 0.50 87.75 0
9 &+ #E + % Arbor-shrub-grass 1.33 0.38 0.40 92.14 0
10 &+ + 5 Arbor-shrub-grass 1.63 0.22 0.61 85.66 0
DA M T WL R ki, 1555 22 HEZRMEESHEE

2 M A T SO R O A R RN R 5 R, EEANAT

FeBEAE 1.2~3.0 m 2Z [8] ; 50 U0 5% S /N i 1) 0 A
BREAE 12~125 A /hm® Z (8] 5 i Bt 1) 70 A1 %% i
£ 11 ~30 4~/hm* Z [6] ; 35 T3 it /Y o A 25 B 7E
1~38 A~ /hm® Z [d] ; Bt 2 3% Jitd 1Y 53 157 % B2 7E 20 ~
114 4~/hm* Z [d] .
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Table 5
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FEE B 0 P WF RS S SPSS 23.0 Gk E gk AT
15 BE 43 BT, A6 00 235 SR 3R 1], 45 55 2% b e L 0 28 Y

a [ KT 0.7, UL B IR 36 1915 B R4, o] LAEAT 30F —
BT [N, KMO>>0.7, P<0.05 (i 2 K ) , 28
T AR DG R L3l A A 743 B (3R 6)
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The distribution characteristics of hard landscape elements in roadside green space

5% 4 #1455 Sample street gardens No.

Fahr Index

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
AATIE 96 /m The width of the sidewalk 1.2 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.8 3.0 2.5 1.8 2.8 3.0
iﬂ%ﬁi’jﬁﬁi{hﬁiskmh 36 31 12 15 89 51 113 125 71 60
e itE / (4~ /hm?) Recreational facilities 0 23 0 0 22 0 11 30 29 0
R B/ (4 /hm?) Sanitation facilities 15 23 1 4 3 2 38 3 0 11
fid &% / (4~ /hm?) Supporting facilities 0 54 20 32 69 41 114 110 21 68
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Table 6 The coefficient of reliability and validity of recreational satisfaction of roadside green space
55 Lk G Cronbach’s alpha %t I TFHRUEILTIAY Cronbach’s alpha R %L KMO Jf & P
Sample No. Coefficient Standardized coefficient KMO
1 0.804 0.819 0.715 0.000
2 0.801 0.794 0.749 0.000
3 0.786 0.785 0.749 0.000
4 0.846 0.847 0.769 0.000
5 0.806 0.813 0.797 0.000
6 0.788 0.792 0.745 0.000
7 0.766 0.784 0.803 0.000
8 0.780 0.784 0.766 0.000
9 0.753 0.754 0.740 0.000
10 0.737 0.736 0.728 0.000
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Table 7 Factor analysis summary of recreation satisfaction of roadside green space

K43 #1445 755 4 % 5 Sample street gardens No.
Factor analysis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
- 2 R
‘Iﬁi,ﬁ? f})ﬁ)"‘ﬂ‘ﬂ(?/% 71.60 71.18 71.01 72.16 80.70 74.14 72.76 76.01 72.21 74.25
Contributing rate of cumulative
[ o {1 [ 0.60~  0.66~  0.55~  0.70~  0.82~  0.54~  0.70~  0.60~  0.51~  0.54~
Load value range 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.91 0.96 0.92 0.98 0.96 0.94 0.95
8 HERMHEERRE
Table 8 Recreation satisfaction summary statement of roadside green space
e 205 R R #7574k i 4w 5 Sample street gardens No.
Recreational satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
S 3.044 3.855 3.286 3.320 3.765 3.409 4.020 4.320 3.769 3.889
Sy 2.897 3.840 3.660 3.721 3.045 4.267 4.440 4.237 3.644 3.968
S 3.242 4.462 3.809 3.318 4.215 2.476 3.830 4.163 4.113 3.799
Ss 2.933 3.397 2.452 2.863 4.080 3.560 3.905 4.551 3.769 3.907
23 HERWHFEREESEVNEZRZTEAGRR/E KA MM HEE SRITRIE AEEMZ R, B
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Table 9 The best fitting model of various landscape elements satisfaction of roadside green space
X I 6 R 7 A (1S <35) N B3R
QPRGB! E'mﬁlﬁﬁx 1SS< A5 H Variable name R? F P iy 2 A 7
Optimal equation Model
S1=4.062—3470/C, ML Cy Total area 0.966 224.082 0.000 i Inverse
S E R C, Plane form J¢ None
Y AT C
Sy =1.764-+0.722C; mﬂ,.xw&r;;* ’ 0.877 57.107 0.000 £k Linear
Terrain changes level
) LR C =/ 4k
S1=1.305+14.631C,%—14.409C,* . RALEC, . 0.951 67.848 0.000 . A@@I
Green space ratio Cubic curve
R Cs =R A%
S5=0.971+20.108C5 —48.651C;52 +32.945C5* "leEzz o R 0.962 50.363 0.000 . Aﬁlﬁ
Paving surface ratio Cubic curve
il ZIK Cs 25 Pk
S5=1.996-+0.561Cs L %ﬁﬁ_gﬁ‘ ( 0.753 24.444 0.001 . Rkt
Plant hierarchy Linear tendency
Sha -Wei g4 C .
S;=2.462+0.890C; rannonT emer #xCy 0.985  514.265  0.000  ZFE Linear
Shannon-Weiner index
Ss=—0.21+25.299Cg; —47.435C5 >+ HegIEn 2 C =K%
¥ ’ . . W Jrﬁ:;’gtlg o , 0.936 29.387 0.000 . )\%’%ﬁ
23.52C¢1° Evergreen and deciduousspecies ratio Cubic curve
Ss=—0.617+20.856Cs, —29.184Cg, %+ HERIE M BUR FE Ceo R4k
¢ R . WREHHRL Cor C 0972 68.380 0.000 . K EH
10.671Cs2* Evergreen and deciduousquantity ratio Cubic curve
: B LB C =R EE
S¢=—55.92+103.3Cy —45.632C,* HEHA Co 0.969 109.130 0.000 . A@ﬁ
Shadow volume Cubic curve
KT AR Cho ¥
Water view area None
ES 1TiB S C TR E
S =—3.929+7.122C,; — 1.567C ;> PRI Co 0.959  82.345  0.000 KB
Width of the sidewalk Quadratic
SOOWHE S SN HEC 2
S1,=2.71+117.732C 1, R RBVNEAAERL Ce 000 Jo5.964 0,000 ki
Landscape architecture and sketch density Linear
S15=145333C 5 —2842774C 32 + W B 40 5 B C s =
o b o W BN HEE Cao. 0.999  1517.769 0000 D
469835397C15° Recreational facilities density Cubic curve
R it 43 A 2% C 5
S14=2.776+330.08C1, ﬂ %hﬁﬁﬁ,ﬁg " 0.933 110.632 0.000 éﬂi
Sanitation facilities density Linear
S15=1.063+1077C 5 —165911C 5%+ £ it 4 B Cos =%
1 1 3 1 e B Vit 43 A % B Co 0.976 80.275 0.000 U PR B

8372627C5°

Supporting facilities density

Cubic curve
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Relationship between landscape components and leisure
satisfaction of roadside green space in Hefei City

WANG Jia’nan' GE Qingyun'? LIU Hui' WU Zemin' ZHANG Qianjin'
1.College of Forestry and Gardening s Anhui Agricultural University,Hefei 230036,China ;
2.Architectural Design Institute ,He fei University of Technology ,Hefei 230009,China
Abstract 10 roadside green spaces within the second ring road in Hefei City were surveyed with
statistical, ecological and psychological methods.The relationship between green space landscape compo-
nents and recreation satisfaction was explored with questionnaire survey of recreation satisfaction. The
results showed that the comprehensive satisfaction of recreation in Hefei was different from each road-
side greenbelt, with green space satisfaction scores ranging from 3.044 to 4.320.The overall satisfaction
was common. The Rui Garden built in 2010 scored the best,and the East Changjiang road and Nanling
road cross garden built in 2000 scored the lowest.By setting up model for landscape components and rec-
reation satisfaction,the green space with high citizen satisfaction had the performance with suitable ratio
of green space and pavement surface,appropriate proportion of evergreen and deciduous trees,adequate
shade and reasonable width of sidewalks.Results of analyzing the curve estimation regression with SPSS 23.0
analysis software showed that there was a certain curve relationship between the green space landscape compo-

nents and recreation satisfaction. The corresponding optimal estimation models were established.
Keywords roadside green space; landscape components; urban green space; spatial framework;

structure of community; landscape structure model
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