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Abstract

Characterized by flexible site selection, easy accessibility, and high utilization rates, pocket parks play a crucial role in
high-density urban areas. However, the current construction of pocket parks still faces challenges, such as severe homogeni-
zation and inadequate maintenance management, leaving considerable room for improvement in park quality. Through a ques-
tionnaire survey, combined with impact asymmetry analysis and field investigations, this study proposed systematic quality en-
hancement strategies for four types of pocket parks: residential, commercial and business, traffic, and public service. The results

revealed that: (1) Factors significantly contributing to citizens’ dissatisfaction included “entrance design” “degree of crowding”

» ” 2

“style and features” “hardscape” “air quality” “sunlight and shading” “toilet” “lighting facilities” “service facilities” “facilities
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for children” “order within the park”; (2) Optimizing “layout of functional areas” “activity and rest areas” “trash can” “service

< o

facilities” “convenience facilities” “management of electromobiles” could enhance citizens’ user experience in pocket parks; (3)
While improvement priorities varied across different types of pocket parks, service equity, particularly regarding facilities for
the elderly, children, and the disabled, emerged as everyday needs. This study provides scientific evidence and practical guid-
ance for the construction and renovation of pocket parks.
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Tab. 1 Dimensions and perceived factors in the questionnaire survey

HE BAE T T HRERSD AR FRIES
Dimension Perceived factor Average satisfaction score Impact asymmetry index
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Tab.2 Demographic characteristics of respondents
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Fig. 1 Impact asymmetry analysis of different perceived factors
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Tab. 3 The impact of various perceived factors on overall satisfaction in different types of pocket parks
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Tab. 4 The hard landscape and facility settings in different types of pocket parks

RANEF B4R BIK /% BEXE /% B E SR /% B /% ANHREE /%

Perceived factor Attribute Overall Residential-type Commercial and business type Traffic-type Public service-type
T 5 S AL NG 66.7 76.9 53.8 66.7 69.2
H B FBE A T [ 388 T 148 e 41.2 38.5 38.5 50.0 38.5
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