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Abstract
Aim
This project produces knowledge and policy guidance on how to develop an updated and

applicable set of indicators for sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong.

Project Background

Urban parks in the densely-populated Hong Kong are much visited. Having to cope with
dynamic user expectations, park managers have encountered challenges over time, and the
quest for innovating park management strategies is ongoing. Indicators can be used as tools
for improving park management. In 2004, a first set of indicators for urban park management
in Hong Kong was produced by collating the inputs of local park managers, academics and a
sample of park users. Managers and users were asked about their views on the respective
levels of importance and performance of individual indicators. In 2012, a follow-up survey
was conducted with the managers to discover whether their views regarding these indicators
and their own performances had changed. Results from both surveys revealed changing
perceptions regarding the indicator importance and performance. The results identified

improvements and shortcomings in urban park management in Hong Kong.

Brief Project Description

The current study confirms the usefulness of a modified Delphi approach to coordinate the
inputs from multi-stakeholders. It contributes to improving the local park management
strategy, which is arguably lagging behind that of many countries in Europe and North
America. Based on the 2004 study’s approach (an indicator selection, screening and rating
process), this project bridges an information gap in Hong Kong’s urban parks through an
integration of manager and user perspectives. The research outcome is a framed set of
indicators that may well be applied, measured and compared in the major local parks.

Significance

This project is of high policy relevance and it will be constructive when the research efforts
are continued. It involves a longitudinal study which provides useful information about
dynamic park management. Observations of the perceptions of both managers and users

assisted in identifying areas of change and in guiding the direction of future park
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management. The park indicator set has the potential for application with the involvement of
park authority. Urban park management in Hong Kong can be improved when the authority
considers selecting some useful indicators as the monitoring tool of park operation. Moreover,
these findings also provide a source of comparison, referenced data for a continuous research

path, and inspiration for the sustainability of urban park management in Hong Kong.

Keywords: Hong Kong; indicators; park management; park managers; park users; urban

parks
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Layman’s Summary

Urban parks in the densely-populated Hong Kong are much visited. This project develops a
set of indicators for urban park management in Hong Kong. These indicators are measurable
and comparable tools that are created and used for monitoring the condition of parks over
time. Indicators provide information that show and measure important changes, represent
meanings, and signal the need for action in parks. This project includes interviews and
questionnaire-based surveys to collect and collate the views from local park managers,
academics and a sample of park users. A set of proposed indicators are generated with policy
and practical recommendations to improving the local park management strategy and
sustainability in Hong Kong. Results from the study also reveal changing perceptions
regarding the indicator importance and performance rated by park managers and park users.
Inter-group comparison also identifies park conditions, improvements and shortcomings in

urban park management in Hong Kong.
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Introduction

Urban parks have played a unique and indispensable role in providing public spaces
and recreation opportunities to urban populations that are not easily replaceable by country
parks or private gardens (Wong, 1996; Jim, 2000; Chan, Marafa & van den Bosch, 2014).
Urban parks offer multi-dimensional urban ecosystem functions and spaces for human-
environment connection (Manning & Moore, 2002; Schwartz, 2002; Aldous, 2004). An ideal
urban park management should allow these parks to satisfy visitor use while still ensure the
sustainability of the park resources. However, huge demand for urban parks has begun to
cause recreational impacts and user conflicts in park spaces, especially due to the clustering
of large urban populations in compact metropolises such as Hong Kong. High population
density and limited recreation spaces in Hong Kong both impose high pressure on park usage,

making the sustainability of park resources a challenging management task.

Whereas adding large public parks in the compact urban areas is difficult, an equally
important way to cope with the park usage is to strengthen the management and enhance the
sustainability of the existing parks. It is therefore essential to improve the quality of park
management by adopting effective strategies and tools. One option is to select and apply
suitable indicators to monitor the park conditions. Indicators are specified and defined
parameters that provide policy-relevant information over time and space (Astleithner,
Hamedinger, Holman & Rydin, 2004), and show and measure important changes, represent
meanings, and signal the need for action (Jenkins & Pigram, 2003). The use of indicators
addresses multi-dimensional aspects of management of park conditions, which tends to

achieve the sustainability of parks (Hermy, 2011; Ibes, 2014).

In countryside recreation, indicators are widely studied and applied (Newsome,
Moore & Dowling, 2013), while the availability and quality of public parks are also adopted
as indicators of the assessment of urban quality of life, liveability, urban sustainability, and
more recently, ecosystem services (Buizer, Elands & Vierikko, 2016; Rall, Bieling, Zytynska
& Haase, 2017). Whereas collaborations and information exchange were well established in
urban parks across countries (e.g., Yardstick, 2017), however, indicators are still not
systematically applied in some park authorities for monitoring and management of park

conditions (Smith, Nelischer & Perkins, 1997). Even if such sustainability practice is
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recognized by the park authorities, a resident-participatory approach is yet widely applied as
urban environmental governance nowadays (McKendry & Janos, 2015), which has often
been criticized (Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016). In the case of Hong Kong, for example, such
advancement was still not observed over the years (Chan et al., 2014), even though there
were scholar initiatives to pioneer the improvement in urban park management (Jim, 1998,
2000; Wong & Domroes, 2002) and indicator development (Chan & Marafa, 2006).

The findings shed lights on the theoretical advancement of the concept of sustainable
urban park management, especially for compact metropolises where urban parks are under
diverse forms of challenges and pressure from resource constraint, user expectation and
environmental depletion (Herrmann, Royffe & Millard, 2000; Pauleit, Slinn, Handley &
Lindley, 2003). The user-perceived components of park management represent a reference of
important park dimensions for inter-city and regional comparison. On the policy-supporting
and practical side, the extracted indicator set provides an empirically-laden tool that is
applicable for different park settings by park managers, leading to an innovative step forward

in Hong Kong’s parks.



Objectives

1. To characterize and develop a set of indicators for sustainable urban park

management in Hong Kong;

2. To examine the park managers’ and park users’ perceptions of urban park
management in Hong Kong based on the levels of importance and performance of the

indicators;

3. To compare the views between the park managers and park users on the urban park

indicators in Hong Kong; and

4. To understand the condition of urban parks in Hong Kong through an integration of
the respective importance and performance of the indicators from the park managers’

and park users’ perspectives.
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Literature Review

Urban parks are often regarded as part of the urban green spaces (Williams, 1995;
Haaland & van den Bosch, 2015), but were also understood in different perspectives
(Madanipour, 1999). Scholars have interpreted urban parks as, for example, planned and
delineated open spaces that are designated and reserved for public use (Tang & Wong, 2008;
Randrup & Persson, 2009); recreation spaces that provide active and passive facilities to
participants in physical activities (Cay, 2015; Veitch et al., 2017); landscaped spaces with
vegetation, ecological, biodiversity and physical features that are also connected to their
respective city (Jansson & Lindgren, 2012; Nielsen, van den Bosch, Maruthaveeran & van
den Bosch, 2014); aesthetic and functional spaces that offer protection, utilization, health,
education and social life (Fors, Molin, Murphy & van den Bosch, 2015). These attributes or
benefits were also collectively studied as urban ecosystem functions (Annerstedt, Nielsen,
Maaruthaveeran & Konijnendijk, 2012; Campbell, Svendsen, Sonti & Johnson, 2016; Rall et
al., 2017).

Despite the fact that definitions and typologies of urban parks are complicated, studies
have reviewed the multi-dimensional functions provided by urban parks (Schwartz, 2002;
Swanwick, Dunnett & Woolley, 2003; Annerstedt et al., 2012). These functions include
economic values generated by the increasing value of surrounding properties (Power, 2002),
social integration and cohesion (Schenker, 2002), personal health and psychological
improvements (Pefialosa, 2001; van den Berg et al., 2015; Chan, 2017), preservation of
tangible and intangible cultural and heritage (Kimmel, 2002), provision of education
opportunities (Schwartz, 2002), improvements in urban environmental quality (Jim, 2000),

and the linkage to urban sustainability (Chiesura, 2004).

The role of urban parks and their management rationale

Urban parks in Hong Kong have alike played a unique and indispensable role in
providing recreational opportunities and multiple functions to urban populations. The
importance of urban parks is especially pertinent when there have been repeated all-round
concerns about serious air pollution, local and regional environmental degradation, poor
living conditions caused by high density and walled buildings, and the loss of attractive

public spaces in the territory (Armentrout, 2001; Law, 2002). All of Hong Kong’s 26 major
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urban parks and over 1,500 small open spaces are not easily replaceable by domestic country
parks or national parks overseas (Jim, 2000).

Given the large demand from growing urban populations, urban parks are subjected to
intensive recreational impacts. As recreation providers and resource keepers, park managers
need to attain two main objectives: (1) to provide recreational experiences that satisfy the
park users, and, simultaneously, (2) to protect the recreational environment and park resource
base (Torkildsen, 1986). To be precise, it is the responsibility of park managers to maintain a
balance between the quality of park resources and visitor experiences (Budruk & Manning,
2006). The difficult conditions provided by urban sites — for example, in terms of pollution,
the compactness of the space provided, pressure from other land uses, and the like — often

complicate the efforts made by the managers.

As a result of Hong Kong’s high population density (at around 6,500 people per
square kilometer), the city’s urban parks are also under huge pressure, making the
sustainability of the park environment and the maintenance of facilities a challenging
management task. Here in Hong Kong, as well as many other compact metropolises or even
countries having a good reputation in quality of life, operation dominance is a large problem
hinder a healthy and sustainable long-term planning of urban parks (Randrup & Persson,
2009). As a result, effective management strategies and tools are needed to maintain the

functionality and the quality of urban parks.

Sustainable urban park management and the need of indicators

Recreation management frameworks for outdoor and countryside recreation have
attempted to satisfy user expectation and preserve resource setting (Pigram & Jenkins, 1999;
Jenkins & Pigram, 2003). These frameworks, such as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum,
Limits of Acceptable Change and Visitor Impact Management have addressed multi-
dimensional aspects in recreation environments including public parks (Wight, 1998;
Newman, Marion & Cahill, 2001). These frameworks were also amongst the earliest
initiatives to include indicators that define recreation opportunities and management
objectives with appropriate monitoring and evaluation processes (Manning, 1999; Newsome
etal., 2013).

12



Indicators of quality refer to specific, measurable and manageable variables or
parameters that reflect the essence of management objectives, resources and social conditions
to be managed and are related to the quality of recreation experience (Bacon, Manning,
Johnson & Kamp, 2001; Laven, Manning, Johnson & Kamp, 2001). Indicators have different
importance and applicability (Manning, 1999). However, indicators and standards in
countryside recreation may not be universally adoptable in urban park scenarios (Ammons,
2001), whereas the idea of adopting indicators to urban park settings emerged after the
millennium (e.g., Hermy & Cornelis, 2000) and then extended to global and regional

cooperation in relatively recent years (e.g., World Urban Parks, 2016; Yardstick, 2017).

Indicators are the essential components and the prerequisites for establishing these
frameworks. Hermy and Cornelis (2000), for instance, selected floral and faunal species as
biodiversity and environmental indicators in urban and suburban parks in Belgium. However,
flora and fauna as a whole constitute only one important aspect. Moreover, apart from these
advancements in applying indicators or benchmarks to parks and green spaces found by
researchers (Lindsey, 2003; PRAMS, 2005; Yardstick, 2012), indicators relating to urban
parks and urban greening can be used to form parameters that measure the sustainability of

cities.

An indicator requires not merely an understanding of the current site condition, and
the implications of criticizing and improving the management (Miller, 2001; Jenkins &
Pigram, 2003). More importantly, an indicator is linked to the wider concept of sustainable
development and the management of sites (e.g., tourist destinations, recreational facilities,
protected areas, etc.) which are being studied (United Nations, 2007). Some indicators are
more important for recreational sites than others due to the different characteristics and
conditions of these sites. Some indicators were found to be more relevant and significant in
delineating the quality of the recreational experience in particular recreational environments
than in others (Budruk & Manning, 2006). When searching for appropriate indicators for any
recreational site, decision-makers therefore have to evaluate the importance of the various
indicators, filter them, and then select the more significant ones. This is especially critical
given the resource constraints. In general, good indicators should adhere to various basic
criteria, such as being: (1) comparable across sites of similar spatial scales; (2) consistent

over time; (3) effective and easily measured and understood by the decision-makers; (4)
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manageable by the site authorities; (5) multi-dimensional so as to capture more than a single
aspect of any problem; (6) objective except for the measurement of perceptual parameters; (7)
reliable and amenable; and (8) sensitive and significant (Wight, 1998; Astleithner et al.,
2004).

Challenges of urban park management were more complex due to dynamic nature of
park visit, lack of creativity, low priority, ineffective public sector, insufficient research
support and budget constraints (Welch, 1991, 1995; Herrmann et al., 2000; Pauleit, 2003;
Pauleit et al., 2003). Management objectives of sustainable urban parks are therefore multi-
dimensional that ranged from institutional aspects, resource provision, social equity to user
experience and satisfaction (Harnik, 2003; Chan & Marafa, 2006). This complexity of urban
park management was further complicated by the tension between entrepreneurial city
governance (Jonas & While, 2007) and the call for participatory approach of green growth
(Jonas & While, 2007; Wolch, Byrne, & Newell, 2014; McKendry & Janos, 2015). Such
controversy of urban environmental governance was also apparent in form of equitable
provision of urban green spaces and public involvement in them (Buizer et al., 2016; Rutt &
Gulsrud, 2016). It is thus important to understanding residents’ perceptions of the urban park

management as both taxpayers and users.

There was no clear definition of sustainable urban park management but Hermy (2011)
described it as “long-term management of these complex habitats in order to perform their
multiple functions also in the future” (p. 290), which basically in practice should incorporate
adaptation to local conditions, the use of natural processes, continuity of park monitoring, and
the knowledge about recreation management (Hermy, 2011). The use of indicators therefore
suits such operation and sustainability needs. Indicators related to the availability and quality
of public parks have been widely adopted as components of quality of life, sustainable cities,
and more recently, ecosystem services (Buizer et al., 2016; Rall et al., 2017). However, in a
micro- or park-scale, indicators are still not commonly applied in some park authorities for
monitoring and management of park conditions (Smith et al., 1997), for example, in the case

of Hong Kong.

There is always a management tension between the considerations of users and

physical environment in parks, especially when the provision of parks and green spaces
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involve social justice (Fors et al., 2015). Park users, nevertheless, were mainly studied in
research domains (Eng & Niininen, 2005; Leung, Wang, Wu & Busser, 2011; Wan & Shen,
2015; Wang, Brown, Liu & Mateo-Babiano, 2015) rather than policy and practical
involvement in urban park management (Gobster & Westphal, 2004; Campbell et al., 2016).
In the process of indicator selection and development, it is necessary to have park user
engagement, and from the knowledge perspective, to understand their perception of the

importance of park indicator items.

Manager and user perspectives of the use of indicators

It is essential to avoid the over-subjectivity of indicator use, especially when the
design and selection of indicators in many cases are determined by a group of experts or by a
management authority alone. One way of understanding the views of different stakeholders is
to receive more information about the users’ perspectives, compare it with the managers’
views, and then to consider the selection of indicators from both angles. The levels of
importance and performance of each proposed indicator can reflect the suitability of its

inclusion, while informing the park condition itself.

Importance of an attribute refers to its user expectation, while performance measures
user satisfaction with the attributes of an individual aspect of a resource (Cobanoglu, 2001).
Serving as one of the resource and service providers in the city, park managers are keen to
provide the park users with a satisfactory resource and service quality (Emanuelson, 2013).
On the one hand, user expectation (importance) and satisfaction (performance) with various
park aspects or with the respective indicators are the yardsticks for understanding the quality
of the parks. Internal staff recognition of the work performance is nowadays also the key for

success in place governance (Hankinson, 2010).

User engagement and stakeholders’ consensus have been recognized as important
elements in recreational planning and management (Gobster & Westphal, 2004). However,
research attention has been focused largely on a single type of perceptive. There are relatively
few studies on the perceptions of urban park stakeholders, especially on the comparison
between supplier/manager and user dimensions (Newman et al., 2001). As a result, it is
possible that what managers see as most important in order to achieve sustainability is

different from what users might see as the most important. Consequently, the indicators
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selected by the managers may be unrepresentative of the users’ perspectives (Dorwart, Leung,
& Moore, 2004). In such circumstance, there may be disparities of opinion and a mismatch of
expectations between managers and users, which may in turn easily cause misunderstandings
in designating park management objectives and strategies. This discrepancy can eventually
lead to a series of problems, such as ineffective impact mitigation, unwise planning, improper
management, and, ultimately, the degradation of the park’s condition (Dorwart et al., 2004).
To address the incongruities between park managers’ and users’ perspectives, the study of
indicators and their implementation should also involve the park users’ perspective (Panza &
Cipriano, 2004). The indicators should be representative and responsive to reflect the
involvement and interactions between stakeholders (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003). There is a
need to develop indicators for a sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong — this
should include multiple perspectives. More importantly, following this argument, indicators
representing views from stakeholders can be applicable and effective “signifiers” of changing

perceptions, and, in the case of urban park managers, of park management perspectives.

Urban park studies in Hong Kong and the 2004 study

Scholars in Hong Kong have recognized the need for research about the physical
environment (Jim, 1998, 2000; Lam, Ng, Hui, & Chan, 2005), landscape evaluation (Tian,
Jim, Tao, & Shi, 2011), and visitor management of urban parks and green spaces (Wong &
Domroes, 2002; Chan, 2006; Chan & Marafa, 2006; Wong, 2009; Wong & Yu, 2012).
Furthermore, studies on urban parks and green spaces have been conducted from a macro-
point-of-view, focusing on the relationship between urban planning and urban green spaces
(Jim, 2002; Tang & Wong, 2008), as well as on the economic implications of urban green
spaces (Lo & Jim, 2010). The official reports on users’ satisfaction with recreational facilities
and activities were conducted over a decade ago. Although these surveys are now largely
outdated, they showed an increase in dissatisfaction with the general quality, safety and
staffing of urban parks and playgrounds in Hong Kong, and this should be of great concern to
the park authorities (Provisional Urban Council, 1999; LCSD, 2001).

Urban parks in Hong Kong have no concrete definition, but are “passive open spaces”
that refer to landscaped recreation open spaces where people can enjoy the surroundings in a
leisurely manner under the Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines (Planning

Department, 2016). Such spaces include parks, gardens, sitting-out areas, waterfront
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promenades, paved areas for informal games, children's playgrounds, jogging and fitness

circuits. The LCSD has its own classification of urban parks into major parks (Figure 1) and

other small parks, gardens or sitting-out areas. In the past decade, however, the number of

new parks tended to fall behind a rapid growth of urban population (Table 1).

8 22 major parks in 2004

# 26 major parks in 2012

® 26 major parks in 2016

Figure 1: Locations of major urban parks in Hong Kong over the years

Table 1: Number of LCSD’s public parks and population growth in Hong Kong

K km

Facilities 2004 2006 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Major parks (no.) 22 22 25 26 26

Small parks/gardens/sitting-out areas (no.) 1,370 1,400 | 1,520 | 1,528 | 1,541
Population (million) 6.78 6.86 7.24 729 | 7.35

(Sources: Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department s reports;, LCSD s annual reports)

In the 2004 study, the PI of this proposal collated a list of 59 preliminary indicators

from various sources of literature internationally, as shown in Table 2 below. Due to the page
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limitation herein, the complete list is not presented in this proposal, but the refined list of 42

indicators after first-stage study in 2004 is in the research plan section.

Table 2: Sources of literature generating the preliminary list of indicators in the 2004 study

Country/
Region Source
Scotland Dundee City Council. (1999). Dundee’s public open space strategy. Scotland:
Dundee City Council.
The United Harnik, P. (2003). The excellent park system. The United States: The Trust
States for Public Land.
The United Ammons, D. N. (2001). Municipal benchmarks: assessing local performance
States and establishing community standards. The United States: Sage Publication,
Inc.
Coles, R., & Caserio. M. (2001). Social criteria for the evaluation and
Europe development of urban green spaces (Project Deliverable 7). United Kingdom:
Urban Green Environment Project.
Parks Canada. (2003). Performance report for the period ending March 31,
Canada 2003. Retrieved from http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rma/dpr/02-03/PC-PC/PC-
PC03D01 e.asp
The United Mertes, J. D., & Hall, J. R. (1995). Park, recreation, open space and greenery
States guidelines. The United States: National Recreation and Park Association
Printing Office.
Singapore National Parks Board (NPB). (1998). Guidelines and checklists. Retrieved
from http://www.nparks.gov.sg/development/dev-qui_che.shtml
Planning Department. (2004). Hong Kong planning standards and guidelines.
Hong Kong Hong Kong: Government Printer. Retrieved from
http://www.info.gov.hk/planning/tech_doc/hkpsg/index_e.html
Cavnar, M. M., Kirtland, K. A., Evans, M. H., Wilson, D. K., Williams, J. E.,
The United Mixon, G. M., & Henderson, K. A. (2004). Evaluating the quality of
States recreation facilities: development of an assessment tool. Journal of Park and
Recreation Administration, 22(1), 96-114.
The United Lout, M., Price, M., & Krebs, J. (2002). Comparative park management
States models. The United States: New Yorkers for Parks.
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http://www.nparks.gov.sg/development/dev-gui_che.shtml
http://www.info.gov.hk/planning/tech_doc/hkpsg/index_e.html

Hermy, M., & Cornelis. J. (2000). Towards a monitoring method and a

Belgium number of multifaceted and hierarchical biodiversity indicators for urban and
suburban parks. Landscape and Urban Planning, 49, 149-162.
South Ayrshire Council Environment, Land and Property Roads, Parks and
Scotland Waste Management. (2001). Parks and Public Open Spaces Recreation and
Landscape Strategy. Scotland: South Ayrshire Council.
Jim, C. Y. (1998). Soil characteristics and management in an urban park in
Hong Kong
Hong Kong. Environmental Management, 22(5), 683-695.
Ewert, A., & Plumb, S. (1999). Physical resources management. In B. van der
The United Smissen, M. Moiseichik, V. J. Hartenburg, & L. F. Twardzik (Eds.),
States Management of park and recreation agencies (pp. 295-359). The United
States: The National Recreation and Park Association.
Sellers, J. R., Gladwell, N. J., & Pope, M. S. M. (1999). Financial
The United management. In B. van der Smissen, M. Moiseichik, V. J. Hartenburg, & L.
States F. Twardzik (Eds.), Management of park and recreation agencies (pp. 587-
647). The United States: The National Recreation and Park Association.
The United Zimmermann, J. A., Cooper, N., & Allen, L. R. (2001). Performance
States measurement: It’s a benefit. Parks and Recreation, 36(6), 70-78.
Ipson, N., Mahoney, E. M., & Adams, J. H. (1999). Public relationships,
The United marketing, and customer Service. In B. van der Smissen, M. Moiseichik, V. J.
States Hartenburg, & L. F. Twardzik (Eds.), Management of park and recreation
agencies (pp. 403-487). The United States: The National Recreation and Park
Association.
The United Pigram, J. J., & Jenkins, J. M. (1999). Outdoor recreation management.
Kingdom London: Routledge.
Wong, K. K., & Domroes, M. (2002). Occasional paper No. 26: Park visiting
Hong Kong patterns and the likeability appraisal rating of Kowloon Park scenes by park

visitors. Hong Kong: Centre for China Urban and Regional Studies, Hong

Kong Baptist University.

The 2012 study on park managers

Based on the indicators generated in 2004, the 2012 study continued with an empirical

review of the changing urban park management in Hong Kong, especially through the
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comparison between the ratings of indicator items by the park managers over the years.
Having the facilitation and coordination by the LCSD, a questionnaire-based survey was
conducted among the LCSD’s major urban park managers in Hong Kong. The survey was
conducted on a voluntary basis. Upon receipt of the responses of most of them, the PI
undertook a longitudinal analysis of the changing perspectives and attitudes towards the
importance and performance levels of the indicators. The analysis and comparisons were
mainly on a qualitative basis. Subsequently, the PI published a paper based on the results
(Chan, Marafa, & van den Bosch, 2015).

Preliminary indicators in 2016

Scholars have examined the design, planning and characteristics of urban parks that
contribute to the attractiveness and visitation of these parks. These studies focused on specific
aspects, such as walkability, transport and park access (Sallis et al., 2016) that draw visitors
to parks. A number of park characteristics including physical facilities and features,
maintenance, distance from the neighbourhood, size and perceived safety, were proposed by
researchers as important parameters of desirable parks (van Herzele & Wiedemann, 2003;
Bedimo-Rung, Mowen & Cohen, 2005; Giles-Corti et al., 2005). Some indicators were
suggested to measure some criteria (e.g., the extent to which proximity to parks, number of
parks within an area, park size and available facilities) to indicate the success of urban parks
in encouraging visitation and physical activities of local residents (McCormack, Rock,
Toohey & Hignell, 2010; Koohsari, Badland & Giles-Corti 2013; Schipperijn, Bentsen,
Troelsen, Toftager & Stigsdotter, 2013; Kaczynski, Potwarka & Saelens, 2008; Kaczynski et
al., 2014).

Table 3: Studies suggested the attributes related to park users’ attitude, perception,
expectation and behaviour

Dimension Attributes Source
Attitude and | e Part features and facilities Hidalgo & Hernandez (2001)
perception e Naturalness Parsons & Daniel (2002)
e Accessibility Lo etal. (2003)
o Perceived quality Brown etal. (2004)
o Frequency of visit Giles-Corti et al. (2005)
o Aesthetic aspect Wong & Domroes (2005)
e Outside park design and g{hr?_des et _al. (ZOIOG%O 10
attractive neighbourhood chipperijin etal. ( )
. - Bonnes et al. (2011)
o Likeability
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Wan & Shen (2015)

Expectation

A desire for “nature” experience
or to contact with “nature”
Natural and pleasure experience
Quietness and peacefulness
Relaxation

Burgess et al. (1988)

Coles & Bussey (2000)

Chiesura (2004)

Wong & Domroes (2004, 2005)
van den Berg & Ter Heijne (2005)
Schipperijin et al. (2010)

Bonnes et al. (2011)

Manning & Anderson (2012)
Shan (2014)

Behaviour

Perception of park environment
Choices of leisure and needs
induced by life stages,
preoccupations and interests
Socio-demographic
characteristics

Size and physical features
available

Appleton (1996)
Wong (2009)
Wende et al. (2012)
Jim & Shan (2013)
Zanon et al (2013)
Lin et al (2014)
Pleson et al. (2014)
Cay (2015)

(Remarks: A complete list of references cited in Table 1 is provided by the corresponding author upon request.)

Many studies focused on investigating the attributes of urban parks that were
associated with the attitude and perception, expectation and behaviour of park users as
depicted in Table 3. These attributes would contribute to establish some indicators of quality
in urban parks that allow management authorities to paid attention to, especially the social
indicators related to users. Combined with a literature review on the scholarly views and
practical knowledge generated in studies on urban parks and urban green spaces, a
preliminary set of 66 indicators were collected and adopted as the core items in this study (as
presented in Table 4) with additional 2 indicators being added after Stage 1 screening process.
These indicators were categorized into three types: 17 managerial and institutional indicators
(MI1), 26 resource and environmental indicators (REI) and 23 social indicators (SI) according

to the nature of each item.
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Table 4: Preliminary indicators for urban park management in Hong Kong in the first-stage
study

Newly

added Retained | References

Removed

Managerial and institutional
indicators

Presence of a written and publicly

available legislative mandate or

1. | mission statement that clearly states the v Cay, 2015

purposes of providing, protecting and

developing the parks

Levels of satisfaction of staff with staff

relationships and participation

3 Presgnce of assessment of service y Chan & Marafa, 2006
quality of contractor

Presence of an official citizen advisory

board or similar community

v Chanetal., 2014

4, | : v Chan & Marafa, 2006
involvement mechanism that meets
regularly

5. z;gsgggfygzsregu'ar TS LT SRS v Audit Commission, 2013
Amount of expenditure on park

6. | maintenance and management per park v Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005
user

7 Number of patrolling trips of policemen y The Trust for Public Land,

" | passing through the park 1995
Presence of a written and publicly Campbell et al., 2016;

8. | available definition of core services or v Montgomery County
themes of the parks Planning Board, 2011
Presence of play equipment

9. | management and maintenance v Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005
guidelines

10. Nur_nber of checks of facilities and play y ASTM International, 2009
equipment

Percentage of park management staff
who possess qualifications related to
11.| ecology, environmental management, v
landscape architecture or other park
management-related disciplines
Presence of a park and recreation plan
12.| that integrates into a citywide v Chan & Marafa, 2006
comprehensive urban planning process
Amount of financial funds from the

Cay, 2015; Kraus &
Curtis, 1982

13. v Chan & Marafa, 2006
government

14, Number of security guards on duty in y Chan & Marafa, 2006
the park
Presence of policies that identify or

15. | support the promotion of the v Chan & Marafa, 2006

educational functions of the parks

16. | Number of opening hours per day v Zhang & Dong, 2016

Presence of a geo-referenced database
17.| for mapping park resources and v Zanin et al., 2005
facilities of individual parks
Resource and environmental
indicators
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18.| Change in area of the park Zipperer & Zipperer, 1992
S Gong et al., 2015;
Hoymoor it 103
quip Ibitayo & Virden, 1996
20. Days o_f water qu_allty of ponds and Chan & Marafa, 2006
fountains exceeding standard
21.| Days of air quality exceeding standard Chan & Marafa, 2006
City of New York, 2010;
29 Number of parks within walkable City of Vancouver, 2016;
"| distance (i.e. 0.5 km) Kaczynski et al., 2014;
Sallis et al., 2016
23.| Days of noise level exceeding standard Zhang & Dong, 2016
Average population density of . )
24.| neighbourbood residential area (i.e. ;a:jll(s)r:et aémzé) 16; Zhang
within 1 km threshold) 9
. . L Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
25. | Area of parks per resident in the district Lei. 2010
Ratio between active and passive open HKSAR Planning
26.
space Department, 2007a
Number of reported cases of facility
27.| and equipment damage, breakage and Chan & Marafa, 2006
missing parts
28, Number and populatlc_)n of typical Chan & Marafa, 2006
faunal and floral species
29. | Number of facilities for disabled people Wong, 2009
e Kaczynski et al., 2014;
30. | Number of types of facilities in the park Wong, 2009
31 Proportion of soft Iands_cape or green Santos et al., 2016
areas to hardware or built facilities
Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
Chow et al., 2016; Giles-
Corti et al., 2005; Grahn,
32 Distance from the nearest residential 1994; Kaczynski et al.,
"| area 2014; Lee & Moudon,
2008; Van Herzele &
Wiedemann, 2003; Zhang
& Dong, 2016
Kaczynski et al., 2014; van
33.| Area of the park Herzele & Wiedemann,
2003
34 Number of pedestrian paths linking to Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005
park entrances
35. | Density of trees within the park Kuo et al., 1998
36. Access to wireless internet in the park Forlano, 2009
(e.g. coverage of Wifi)
. .- Kemperman &
37.| Number of toilets within the park Timmermans, 2006
38, !\Iumt_)er (_)f Il_ghts for outdoor Zhang & Dong, 2016
illumination in the park
Number of methods of public transport . .
39. that are directly linked to the park Giles-Corti etal., 2005
0 Number of new and existing trails or Siu, 2013

routes built inside the park
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Number of accidents reported in the

Mack et al.,1997; Mowat

41, park et al., 1998; Weintraub et
al., 2002
42.| Number of reported crimes in the park IQSSTrUSt for Public Land,
s Lookingbill et al., 2014;
43.| Percentage of open area within the park Wong & Domroes, 2005
Availability of innovative
44.| facilities or equipment, e.g., Solar Mowen & Confer, 2003
lights, etc.
Social indicators
45, Numper of wgbsite hits or enquiries for Chan & Marafa, 2006
park information
Number of complaints by park users Gobster, 2002; Seeland &
46. | from minority or disabled groups about Nicole, 2006
issues of equality or social exclusion
Percentage of park users who increase
47.| park visits because of the Sarkar, 2015
neighbourhood environment
48, Number of positive written comments Chan & Marafa, 2006
by park users
Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
Percentage of park users who perceive Giles-Corti et al., 2005;
49. high safety level Van Herzele &
Wiedemann, 2003; Wong
& Domroes, 2005
50 Number of school programs or public Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
" | educational activities Cay, 2015
51 INum_ber of complaints relating to Budruk & Manning, 2003
ittering problems
52, | Level of acceptance of littering Budruk & Manning, 2003
condition in the park
53 Percentage of park users feeling a high Chiesura, 2004; Wong &
"| level of relaxation in the park Domroes, 2005
54 Percentage of park users who re[_)o_rted Godbet et al., 1992
health improvement after park visits
55, !_evel_ of §ati§faction with the outdoor Zhang & Dong, 2016
illumination in the park
56, Distanqe to the nearest points of access Sallis et al., 2016
to public transport
Number of complaints by park users
57.| that relate to facility and equipment Chan & Marafa, 2006
damage
58 Number of complaints relating to Aikoh et al., 2012; Wong,
" | conflicting use of facilities 2009
59, 1If’rese_nce of regular user assessmeqt_o_f Chan & Marafa, 2006
avorite and least favorite park facilities
Percentage of park users who are
60. | satisfied and dissatisfied with the Wong & Domroes, 2005
aesthetic value of the park
Bonnes et al., 2011;
Burgess et al., 1988;
Chiesura, 2004; Cranz,
Percentage of park users who feel 1982: Manning &
61. | pleasant because of the natural settings '

(e.g. ponds, trees)

Anderson, 2012;
Schipperijn et al., 2010;
Sugiyama & Ward
Thompson, 2008; van den
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Berg et al., 2005; Wong &
Domroes, 2005

62. | Number of park users Wong & Domroes, 2004
63. glauerber of community events in the Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005
64 Number of environmental education Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
" | programs or activities provided to users Cay, 2015
Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005;
65 Percentage of park users who perceive Lo etal., 2003; Wan &
"| high accessibility to the park Shen, 2015; Wang et al.,
2015
Bonnes et al., 2011;
Burgess et al., 1988;
Chiesura, 2004; Cranz,
66 Park users’ level of satisfaction with 1982; Manning &
"| environmental quality Anderson, 2012;
Schipperijn et al., 2010;
van den Berg et al., 2005;
Wong & Domroes, 2005
67. Num_bgr of complaints about hygienic Hung & Crompton, 2006
conditions
68. Number of reported case / complaints Carpaneto et al., 2010

about any insect problem
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Conceptual Framework

In a broad sense of understanding, management is the process of following plans and
strategies with actions and resources of a specific space (Torkildsen, 1999). Randrup and
Persson (2009), and Jansson and Lindgren (2012) emphasized the need for tripartite user-
space-management relationship for a sustainable park management. Urban parks are sites for
recreational functions and use, and thus the spaces where the relationship between the quality
of recreation experience and recreation environment is reciprocal. According to Pigram and
Jenkins (1999), the relationship between use and impacts of outdoor recreation on the
environment depends on three factors: attributes and characteristics of recreation environment,
visitor use and management strategies. In the environment-user relationship of a specific
setting like urban parks, the model of park sustainability was also suggested to cover resource
base, human-oriented or social functions, and aesthetic and landscape management (Cranz &
Boland, 2004; Randrup & Persson, 2009; Jansson & Lindgren, 2012). To manage and
monitor the conditions in these dimensions, it is essential to create parameters or indicators

that detect these three aspects. A conceptual framework of this study is articulated in Figure 2.

Environment (¢ > Human
* Attributesand
v 3 i
characteristics of
Recreation environment ¥
environment g —» * Recreation use «——— Recreation
and resource +  Management experiences
base strategies

l 4 v

Recreation ’ Res?urce and Recreation
environment g fanv.lronmental experiences
in urban mdn.cat:ors. of urban park
parks * Social indicators igare
* Managerialand

institutional indicators

Figure 2: The environment-user relationship in urban parks and their respective categories of

indicators
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Methodology

This study utilized a modified Delphi approach. An original Delphi study demands
the provision of a series of questionnaires to a selected panel of experts at the same venue
with a moderator to maintain the operation of the process, and the evaluation and re-
evaluation of the responses (Moeller & Shafer, 1983). However, it is often difficult, if not
impossible, to gather a group of experts at the same time for round(s) of discussion(s), which
may result in low participation rate. To solve this problem, scholars suggested a usable
approach by collecting professional opinions and views without direct contact with and
between the experts (Young & Jamieson, 2001). Without direct face-to-face conversations in
a multi-disciplinary expert group, the use of email to communicate with the experts in order
to conduct Delphi studies has been considered and supported as an approach that provides
time and cost-saving advantages (ibid.). This research supports and follows the effective
stakeholder participatory processes (Torres-Delgado & Saarinen, 2014), so that the study
involved responses from multi-disciplinary experts from public sector and academic fields,
and this means that it is not feasible to arrange a discussion with all experts at the same time.
A modified Delphi approach was therefore adopted in this study, using emailed

questionnaires to collect and collate the experts’ views.

This study applies a two-staged survey as the primary method of indicator selection,
screening and rating. The LCSD’s major urban park managers and local park users were
included as the two key respondent groups. The instruments of the survey were two sets of
questionnaire, which mainly consisted of a list of urban park indicators from literature, in

addition to socio-demographic and visit characteristics.

Both stages of the park user survey were voluntary and self-administered after a brief
introduction of the research purpose. The trained researcher would facilitate the respondents
when questions arose. The surveys were conducted during the daytime on weekdays and at

weekends to ensure that a more diversified combination of respondents was obtained.

Stage 1: Indicator screening
Rather than creating a new set of indicators, the project adopted the 42 urban park

indicators from the 2004 study as collated in Table 4 in the previous section (Chan, 2006;
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Chan & Marafa, 2006). This set of previous indicators was updated through a literature
review to close the research gap in the past 12 years. This process resulted in a set of 66
preliminary indicators, which were classified into three categories of urban park functions, as
illustrated in the conceptual framework in Figure 2. They were: (i) managerial and
institutional indicators about internal management and operation of the parks (17 MII items);
(if) the resource and environmental indicators addressing the physical environment and
facilities of the parks (26 REI items); and (iii) social indicators relating to park user

perception and accessibility (23 Sl items). The classification is shown in Table 4.

After collecting and adopting 66 preliminary indicators by literature review and

update, the first-stage survey was conducted to screen the indicator items. There was a vetting
and selection process of indicators, where three groups of interviewees were invited to
participate in the study: (1) senior officers who are responsible for park management and
administration supervision, and park managers from the 26 LCSD’s major urban parks; (2)
academics in park management subjects (search of local tertiary institutions); and (3) park

users from all 26 major parks.

Finally, in-depth interviews (with 20 major park managers participated voluntarily;
and 9 local academics who were specialized in park, landscape and recreation research), and
a self-administered questionnaire-based survey on park users in 25 LCSD’s major parks
(except one park, Nan Lian Garden, where permission was not granted) were conducted as
the respondents voluntarily responded to the invitations and completed the questionnaire. A
total of 722 completed responses were collected out of 750 questionnaires distributed,

reaching a response rate of 96.3%.

Senior officers, park managers and academics were interviewed by the Pl and a
trained research assistant. The interviews were semi-structured, and included the following
sections of questions in English: (1) the indicator list with the question of “whether each
indicator item should be considered in urban park management in Hong Kong” and the
options of “yes”, “no”, and “no comment”; (2) an option of adding applicable indicator on
top of the list; and (3) open-ended questions asking the opinion and comments on the current
urban park management in Hong Kong. Details of the questionnaires and the questions are

provided in Appendix la.
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The interviewers also surveyed park users from 25 major parks permitted by the
LCSD. The sample size was a total of about 722 respondents. The respondents participated in
the survey voluntarily and anonymously by completing a self-administered questionnaire in
Appendices 1c and 1d. A section of questions on the socio-demographic characteristics of the
users was included at the end of the questionnaire.

The preliminary indicator set was screened by the respondent groups with regard to
their views on each indicator in urban park management in Hong Kong. 30 indicators were
removed as considered inappropriate, out of the management jurisdiction or replicated,
whereas 2 new indicators applicable to the local context were added to the list. The whole
first-stage process took place between September and December 2016. The results from the
respondent groups were incorporated to refine the indicators. Indicators supported by
responses of 60% or above in each group were retained, while comments on replication and
combination of items were interpreted by the researchers to derive the indicator set. Then, 40

indicators were extracted to the second-stage study.

After the data-collection process of this stage, a screening process of the indicator
items was performed based on the five-tier analysis of the percentages of each type of
response as shown below. The percentage of 60% was derived after comparing the results

and number of indicators left by performing 70%, 60% and 50% separately.

e  (Percentage of “yes” > 60% in any group) the item will be retained

e  (Percentage of “no” > 60% in any group) the item will be excluded

e  (Percentage of “no comment” > 60% in any group) the item will be retained
e  (None of the options > 60%) the item will be retained

e New item(s) suggested by any group will be added

Stage 2: Indicator rating
The refined list of indicators consisted of 40 indicators. They were taken to the next
stage of the study, which included park managers and park users only. The LCSD’s major

park managers were invited again to complete the second questionnaire, which included the
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refined indicators measured in a five-point Likert scale rating. It was conducted through an

email questionnaire in English.

Regarding the park user surveys, between January and March 2017, the refined
indicator set was presented to 743 park users at six selected parks territory-wide: Jordan
Valley Park (131), Kowloon Park (130), Tai Po Waterfront Park (132), Victoria Park (113),
Yuen Long Park (131) and Zoological and Botanical Gardens (106). These parks had
different histories, sizes and locations such that a representative and varied sample of park
users was obtained. The questionnaires contained three parts: (1) ratings for the level of
importance of each indicator item in a 5-point Likert scale (where a score of “5” denotes the
most important and “1” denotes the least important); (2) questions about major purpose of

visits and frequency of visits; and (3) personal information of the respondents.

During the process of data collection, stratified random sampling was used to obtain
sufficient responses from park users. The questions were also in the form of a bilingual self-
administered questionnaire. The surveys were conducted across different areas in the parks.
The trained interviewers picked up visitors in the parks with a random interval each time the
questionnaire-based survey was carried out. The survey included weekdays, weekends and
public holidays. Out of total of 780 questionnaires distributed, 743 were completed with a

response rate of 95.3%. Information about the two-staged process is described in Table 5.

Table 5: The process of two-staged survey

Methods Target Major purposes
Stage 1
In-depth or semi- 20 Park managerial *  Toscreen preliminary indicators

e To understand the views of urban

structured interviews | staff + 9 scholars .
park management in Hong Kong

Self-administered 722 park users from 25 - -

. . : e Toscreen preliminary indicators
guestionnaire major parks
Stage 2
Self-administered 743 Park users from6 | TO indicate tr:,_e levels gf. di

uestionnaire selected major parks lmpor.tancg of screened Indicators

g (5-point Likert scale)
Self-administered 25 Park managerial ) TO indicate the levels Of. .

i . importance of screened indicators
guestionnaire staff

(5-point Likert scale)

Stage 3 (Data analysis of Stage 2)
Stage 4
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*  To present the results of the
indicator set to the participants

8 Park managerial staff | «  To detect the urban park

management status and conditions,

and the use of indicators

Self-administered
questionnaire

Stage 3: Statistical analysis of questionnaire-based survey

The questionnaire-based surveys conducted in the previous stages were analyzed by
statistical methods to study the important components of urban park management, understand
the conditions of urban park management, and compare the perceptions from different
stakeholders in different years as depicted in Table 6. The statistical results will provide

useful information for indicator finalization and operation (in Stage 4).

Table 6: Methods of data analysis and their purposes

Method Purpose
Principal Component To study the underlying components of urban park
Analysis (PCA) management based on the indicator ratings by park

managers and park users

Importance-Performance (I- | To understand the conditions of urban park management in

P) Analysis (Martilla & Hong Kong based on the perceptions of park managers and
James, 1977) park users in 2004, 2012 and 2017.

Parallel comparison of the | To compare the similarities and discrepancies of the
descriptive statistics & perceptions of urban park management by park managers
Wilcoxon test (Wilcoxon, and park users in 2004, 2012 and 2017

1945)

Urban park management includes many different aspects. The surveys conducted in
the study collected a large pool of data. Among these data, some components dominate the
variance of the surveys while others are negligible. Therefore, PCA was applied to reduce the
collected correlated data into a few uncorrelated underlying components which can explain
most of the variance in the surveys. The results help to identify the most important

components among the large dataset. Eventually, a set of 24 indicators remained in the pool

after PCA. The results will be presented in subsequent sections.
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According to I-P Analysis, the indicator ratings from park managers or park users in a
year were plotted according to importance (vertical axe) and performance (horizontal axe).
The axes separated the indicators into four categories (Figure 3): (1) “Concentrate Here” (i.e.,
an indicator is very important and not well performed), (2) “Keep up with Good Work” (i.e.,
very important and well performed), (3) “Low Priority” (i.e., less important and not well
performed), and (4) “Possible Overkill” (i.e., less important and well performed). The I-P
grids provide information with a useful focus for understanding the conditions of urban park

management and for developing management strategies.

Extremely |“Concentrate Here” “Keep up the Good Work”
Importance “Threat” “Opportunity”
rating “Low Priority” “Possible Overkill”
Slightly “Weakness” “Strength”
Fair Excellent

Performance rating
Figure 3: Importance-performance grid
(Source: Duke & Persia, 1996)

The study compared the perceptions of urban park management in two dimensions: (1)
Stakeholders: park managers and park users, and (2) Time: 2004, 2012, and 2017. For the
first dimension about park managers and park users, the underlying components from PCA of
both groups in all years were compared to identify the similarities and discrepancies of these
components. Furthermore, the indicators in the four categories in the I-P Analysis from park
managers and park users were compared to understand the perceptions from different
stakeholders. For instance, park managers may think an indicator needed to be significantly
improved, while park users may think this indicator is unimportant. After that, Wilcoxon test

was employed to test if the means of different stakeholders are statistically different.

For the second dimension, the perceptions in 2004, 2012 and 2017 were analyzed by
the similar approach. The changes of park managers, park users and as a whole were
analyzed respectively to understand the changes of their perceptions in different times. In the
analysis where park managers and park users were grouped as a whole, weights of them were
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determined by the statistics of their ratings on their importance in urban park management in

the surveys.

Stage 4: Indicator finalization and operation

Data analysis was conducted, using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 22. The analysis for the first research objective was based on the importance
scores of indicator items. As the preliminary indicators were assembled from various sources,
PCA was used to extract the core and the most correlated indicators. A varimax rotation was
used because it maximized the variance of the squared loadings of a factor and produced a
clear classification for interpretation. To identify the most and the least importance items, a
matrix was adopted to frame and summarize the results of the user group. This matrix aimed
at ranking the top ten indicators of park users. As delineated in the second research objective,
to understand the key components of urban park management in Hong Kong and to compare
these components with other scholarly proponents, the PCA result is used.

Upon completion of the previous stages (i.e., screening/selection and surveys), there
were two sets of indicators having separate rankings of importance level from the results of
park manager and park user surveys. To produce a usable set of indicators for urban park
management in Hong Kong, the final stage of the study aimed to characterize one indicator
set by bring the park managers together. Due to a low response rate, the originally planned
focus-group discussion in Hong Kong (e.g., in the CUHK’s campus) was unavailable. As an
alternative and fallback, this exercise was replaced by another round of interviews to the
managers similar to Stage 1. All the questions were asked individually and analyzed by the

research team to finalize an operational set of indicators.

The last round of questionnaire-based survey served the following purposes:

1. To present the results of the indicator set to the participants;

2. To allow participants to discuss the discrepancies between the indicator sets, and to
identify the reasons of discrepancies through information exchange;

3. To select appropriate indicators for operation and implementation; and

4. To discuss the opportunities and constraints of using the indicators.
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Although the focus-group process was not successful, some of the Delphi survey
questions used by Torres-Delgado & Saarinen (2014) were included in the questionnaire.
Except retaining the first purpose above, the questionnaire was changed to detect the
urban park management status and conditions, and the use of indicators viewed by
park managers. The exact questions were modified to suit the specific purpose of this study.
All the questionnaires used in Stages 1-3 of the project are enclosed in Appendices 1.

Timeframe

This project followed the following working schedule.

Month Task
Prior Aug 2016 *  Prior study and literature review

*  Recruitment of research assistant and student helpers

*  Confirmation of approvals from the LCSD, research ethics, etc.
Aug 2016 * ldentification of appropriate academic interviewees

Information and indicator update
Preparation of questionnaires

Stage 1

Sept-Oct 2016 * Interviews with senior officers, park managers and academics
*  Questionnaire survey on park users (including pilot study)
Stage 1

Nov 2016 *  Data analysis and indicator refinement
*  Preparation of questionnaires
Stage 2

Dec 2016-Jan 2017 | =  Questionnaire survey on park users (including pilot study)
*  Data analysis

Stage 3

*  Data analysis

Stage 4

Mar-Apr 2017 e Preparation of urban park manager survey

*  Contact park managers

Stage 4

e Urban park manager survey

e Data analysis

*  Attendance of conferences

*  Preparation of conference or seminar presentations

*  Preparation of manuscripts, documents and other research

Feb 2017

May-June 2017

July-Sept 2017

outputs
e Preparation of final report
Oct 2017 *  Preparation and submission of final report

*  Preparation of completion report
e Submission of completion report (3 month after project end
date)

Jan 2018
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Results and Discussions 1

In response to Research Objective 1: To characterize and develop a set of indicators for

sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong.

The socio-demographic and park visitation characteristics of the respondents are
presented in Table 7. The sampled park users generally demonstrate a profile of even gender
distribution (about 52% male and 48% female), a majority (over 87%) are in the age ranged
of 18 and 50, 35% have an education level of secondary level and about 44% of university or
above, over half are employed, and main income sub-group (about 40%) of not more than
HK$10,000 monthly. Since the respondents were a representative sample from the six
selected major parks of different histories, sizes and locations, this sample therefore reflected
a general profile of park users in Hong Kong. Park users have a very different frequency of
visit but more of them go to a park once more than a month (28%) or once per week (22%).
The purposes of visit of park users are diverse though more respondents visit a park for a
walk (51.4%) and relaxation (45.6%).

Table 7: Characteristics of park users in the second-stage survey (n=743)

Characteristics Number of respondents Percentage (%)
Male 355 47.8
Gender Fe_ma_lle 386 52.0
Missing 2 0.3
Total 743 100.0
18-20 153 20.6
21-30 197 26.5
31-40 168 22.6
41-50 130 17.5
Age 51-60 44 5.9
61-70 40 5.4
Above 70 9 1.2
Missing 2 0.3
Total 743 100.0
Primary or below 30 4.0
Secondary 259 34.9
. Tertiary (non-degree) 128 17.2
Education level Undergraduate or above 223 43.5
Missing 3 0.4
Total 743 100.0
Employed 381 51.3
Unemployed 24 3.2
Working status | Retired 56 7.5
Housewife 57 7.7
Students 221 29.7
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Others 1 0.1
Missing 3 0.4
Total 743 100.0
$10,000 or below 317 42.7
$10,001-$20,000 144 19.4
Personal $20,001-$30,000 102 13.7
monthly $30,001-$40,000 77 10.4
income (HK$) $40,001-$50,000 28 3.8
Above $50,000 38 5.1
Missing 37 5.0
Total 743 100.0
Once everyday 30 4.0
Once every 2 to 3 days 93 125
Once every week 169 22.7
Frequency of Once every two weeks 127 17.1
visit Once every month 111 14.9
Once more than one month 209 28.1
Missing 4 0.5
Total 743 100.0
To use park facilities 166 22.3
Major purpose To watch plants and animals 178 24.0
of visit (% of To go for a walk 382 514
affirmation) To take a rest and to relax 339 45.6
Pass through the park 172 23.1
Other reasons 63 8.5

Importance of indicators perceived by park users

Table 8 illustrates the top ten and least ten important indicators rated by park users.
They perceived their level of satisfaction with environmental quality in the park (m=4.31) as
the most important indicators for park management associated with park users. Out of the top
ten indicator items, half are resource and environment-related while four are social indicators.
For the least important items, users’ access to wireless internet in the park is the least
important to urban park management (m=3.52). Four of these ten lowest-ranked items are

social indicators that are related to park users and the serving communities.

Table 8: Ten most and least important indicator items perceived by park users

Rank | Category | Ten most important indicators Mean | S.D.
1 S| lgsglI(I tuysers level of satisfaction with environmental 431 |0.715

Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of

2 S| the natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees) 4.26 1 0.743
REI Proportion of sqft Iaqd_spape or green areas to 495 | 0.726
3 hardware or built facilities
REI Number of types of facilities in the park 4.25 |10.735
5 Ml Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates 424 | 0.813

into a citywide comprehensive urban planning process
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S| Number of reported case / complaints about any insect 424 | 0806
problem
7 Sl Number of complaints about hygienic conditions 422 10.771
REI Number of toilets within the park 4.20 | 0.756
8 REI Percentage of open area within the park 4,20 |0.772
REI Area of the park 4.20 |0.828
Rank | Category | Ten least important indicators Mean | S.D.
40 REI Access to wireless internet in the park 3.52 | 1.229
39 REI Availability of innovative facilities or equipment, 3.75 | 1.008
38 Sl Number of community events in the park 3.83 | 0.887
37 MII Number of security guards on duty in the park 3.86 | 0.904
Percentage of park management staff who possess
36 Ml qualifications related to ecolqu, environmental 3.90 | 0.876
management, landscape architecture or other park
management-related disciplines
35 S| Nu_m_b_er of complaints relating to conflicting use of 391 |0.875
facilities
34 Ml Presence of a geo-refefe_n_ced da}tab_as_e for mapping 392 |0.934
park resources and facilities of individual parks
33 S| Presence of_regular user assessment of favourite and 393 |0.834
least favourite park facilities
30 S| Nu_m_bger of en\_/lronmental education programmes or 393 | 0838
activities provided to users
31 RE| _Nu_mber of new and existing trails or routes built 394 |0.785
inside the park

Core indicators for urban park management from user perspective

The entire park user dataset in the second stage obtains a high value of Cronbach’s
alpha (0.946), thereby indicating a high level of data reliability (Kline, 2000). Next, these 40
indicators entered PCA, which extracted eight components with eigenvalues greater than one.
They were named according to the nature of the indicator items in each component.
According to Table 9, the first component includes indicators related to measuring the
accessibility entire city. The other seven components, based on their percentages of variance,
are: facility maintenance and staff management, community and education events, users’
reactions to park facilities, diversified and accessible park environment, complaints about
park environment, smart park environment, and park safety and security. Convergent validity
within each component and discriminant validity between components are tested satisfactory
in their respective correlation coefficients. On the whole, the whole set of components
represented nearly 60% of variance. The resultant indicator set consists of 24 core indicators
from the three categories: MII (5), REI (12) and SI (7) accordingly.
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Table 9: Results of PCA and the core indicators for urban park management

Factor loading  Cumulative %

1. Accessibility and openness of park 11.055
Area of the park (REI) 0.740
Density of trees within the park (REI) 0.674
Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances (REI) 0.579
Number of opening hours per day (MII) 0.569
Percentage of open area within the park (REI) 0.544
Distance from the nearest residential area (REI) 0.533
2. Facility maintenance and staff management 20.062
Percentage of park management staff who possess 0.669

qualifications related to ecology, environmental
management, landscape architecture or other park
management-related disciplines (MII)

Number of checks of facilities and play equipment (MII) 0.634
Presence of play equipment management and maintenance 0.622

guidelines (MII)
Number of security guards on duty in the park (MII) 0.591
3. Community and education events 27.902
Number of community events in the park (SI) 0.646
Number of environmental education programs or activities 0.628

provided to park users (SI)
4. Users’ reactions to park facilities 35.490
Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities 0.730

Sl

ijm)ber of complaints by park users that relate to facility 0.704

and equipment damage (SI)
Presence of user assessment of favorite and least favorite 0.607

park facilities (SI)
5. Diversified and accessible park environment 42.089
Number and population of typical faunal and floral species 0.725

REI

N(umb)er of facilities for disabled people (REI) 0.668
Number of types of facilities in the park (REI) 0.599
6. Users’ complaints about park environment 48.370
Number of reported case or complaints about any insect 0.779

problem (SI)
Number of complaints about hygienic conditions (SI) 0.703
7. Smart park environment 54.419
Access to wireless internet in the park (REI) 0.781
Availability of innovative facilities or equipment (REI) 0.601
8. Safety and security 59.128
Number of reported crimes in the park (REI) 0.725
Number of accidents reported in the park (REI) 0.711

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.946, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measures of sampling adequacy = 0.941; Bartlett’s test
of sphericity (p =0 .000).

Extraction method: Principle axis factoring. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Eigenvalue of each factor > 1; Factor loading of each element > 0.5. Attributes loading on more than one
factor with a loading score of = 0.4 on each factor eliminated.
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User-perceived important and unimportant indicators

The top ten important indicator items in Table 8 reveals that park users consider
resource and environmental aspects relatively more important to park management though
visitors’ feeling of the park environment are the top two items as social indicators. Regardless
of the categories (MII, REI or Sl), most of the top ranked items are related to the physical
features and landscape of the park, rather than the institution, policy and operation. The top
three important items suggested by park users are about (satisfaction with) environmental
quality, (pleasant feeling in) natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees) and soft landscape or
greenness of the parks. This indicates that a strong and positive connection between human
and nature in the park environment is the key to derive public recognition to successful park
management. This finding also concurs with researcher (Herrmann et al., 2000; van Herzele

& Wiedemann, 2003) and practitioner point of view (Hermy, 2011).

One the contrary, the least important indicators reflected that park users are less
concerned about the add-on management of the park, e.g., innovative ideas of facilities and
park setting, internet connection, education and community events. This may be caused by a
prolong ignorance of citizens in public utility planning and management, which were stressed
by some scholars (e.g., Jonas & While, 2007; Wolch et al., 2014; McKendry & Janos, 2015).

Core set of indicators in Hong Kong urban parks

The core set of indicators generated in this study contain a tripartite screening and
selection, and a far stronger involvement of park users than the existing practice of urban
park management in Hong Kong. The indicators in Table 8 are mainly composed of resource
and environmental elements that should require further site measurement and record in
practice, in addition to some social indicators that can be reported and calculated regularly,
and moreover, several managerial and institutional items for consideration. The core indicator
set is only derived from the PCA result of park users’ ratings on importance level for three
reasons: (1) it is difficult if not impossible to integrate the ratings of park managers and park
users in generating the indicator set. There is no theoretical ground of how to deconstruct or
incorporate the views of the two respondent groups; (2) the inputs from park managers,
academics and park users were incorporated in the screening process in Stage 1. This
suggests that the final indicator set contains views from multiple actors and knowledge areas;

and (3) park users are the “major customers” or the target group of urban park management.
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Although it appears an imbalanced distribution of categories, there is indeed no
theoretical ground to substantiate a balanced indicator set contributes to more effective
management. From the practical perspective of implementation, this core indicator set shows
how park users associated their perceived park management should be. Individual park
managers have the flexibility to select applicable items to suit their park settings and

environments.

The indicator set that contains 24 core items from the three categories (5 MlII
items, 12 REI items and 7 Sl items) listed in Table 9 is the research outcome of objective
1. This set of indicators has the potential to be applied in urban park management in Hong
Kong, after the whole Delphi’s process of expert and user screening, and then followed by a
user rating and analysis. The use of this indicator set depends on the managerial intention and
willingness to innovate the existing park management system. Since the conditions of
individual parks or green spaces vary, the direct measurement and monitoring of the indicator

state over time may not be resourceful and suitable.

A sustainability framework of organizing indicators

Two further recommendations are put forward. Firstly, it is necessary to select of an
appropriate number of core indicators that are measureable and comparable across parks and
periodically. The selection criteria may be discussed and compromised through meetings and
discussions among officers who are responsible to oversee and manage individual parks.
Individual park managers should also choose some other site-specific indicators for
continuous monitoring. Urban parks where similar indicators are picked up may form a group
for comparison. However, these actions are not competitive in nature. If these indicators are
used to assess park managers, the incentive of enhancing the park condition may be violated
ultimately but managers or officers may become aggressive to boost up certain areas of
conditions rather than inspecting the park holistically. Instead of managers’ performance-
oriented, comparison between park indicators should be justified as a strategy for
benchmarking and achieving long-term sustainability. Parks must learn from each other under

particular circumstances and experiences.

Secondly, apart from an indicator set in form of a list or separate items, it is wise to

organize the indicators in a systematic way. In attempt to advance the use of the relevant
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urban park indicators, some forms of item organization and interpretations are necessary.
According to Chan & Marafa (2008), for instance, indicators may be classified by, first, a
category or issue list based on the main focus of each indicator. This way simply uses the M|,
REI and Sl to group the indicators. Secondly, it is possible to adopt goal-indicator matrices
that show the level of community goals addressed by indicators. This method requires
thorough knowledge and information about the site or park condition and its relation to the
surrounding residence or communities. The selected indicators can be organized by referring
to the respective goals to be attained, setting standards to reach and finally assessing the
outcome of the indicators after a period. Thirdly, another opportunity is to generate a
framework of endowments, liabilities, current results and processes that monitors the balance
among measures of current and future resources of societies. This approach, nevertheless,
requires much wider perspective. Lastly, as believed to be the more relevant and suitable
application in this context of urban park management, the Driving Force-State-Response
(DSR) framework can act as a secondary level of analysis mainly for use by or decision-
makers (Sustainable Measures, 2000; Li, 2001). The illustration of this DSR’s application in
the urban parks is depicted in Figure 4.

Environmental impacts

DRIVING FORCE caused by recreation STATE
Recreation use and its impact The resource and
on park resource and % environmental state or
environment conditions of park

Reflected park resources
and environment

Information Information
feedback feedback

Response
decision-making

Response
decision-making

RESPONSE
Managers’ or decision makers’
responses to changes caused
by recreation use

Figure 4: DSR concept model used in the establishment of indicators for a sustainable urban

park management
(Source: Adapted from Li, 2001)
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The DSR framework has continuously gained international recognition of its
applicability and usefulness in national planning and governance, tourism resource and
environmental management, and sustainability assessment since the 1990s as the method
adopted and improved by international organizations such as the United Nations (UN) and
the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) (Mortensen, 1997; Li,
2001). Urban parks are considered suitable resource setting for DSR framework as it was
applied, for example by Li (2001, 2004), in indicators of ecotourism management in
Tianmushan, China. Li (2001 and 2004) categorized the indicators into natural environment,

artificial facilities, and social and economic environment by the DSR framework.

Views of indicators in urban park management by park managers and academics

The information about the use of indicators are mainly obtained from the in-depth
interviews with urban park managers and academics in Stage 1 study and Stage 4 survey
results from the park managers again. The exact questions are provided in Appendix 2a
whereas their responses are transcribed in Appendices 2b and 2c. The following section
summarizes the main ideas of these responses, interpreted by three researchers (Pl and two
Research Assistants separately). The codes (e.g., M101 refers to the park manager 01 in Stage
1 interview; M401 refers to the park manager 01 in Stage 4 survey; SO1 refer to a scholar
responded to Stage 1 interview) refer to a specific park manager or academic who responded

to the interview or survey. The codes were randomly assigned.

Stage 1 (park managers; the number in blanket refers to the assigned code of interviewee)
(Question 8) Do you think the use of indicators or indicator set can improve the urban
park management in Hong Kong? If not, what is the reason and what would you propose?

¢ No. Difficult as many parks may not be able to match the standard (M101, M102)

e Yes with reservation. User satisfaction with the park also depends on geographical
factors. It is difficult to rely on some indicators to assess the performance of park.
(M103)

e Yes. Need coordination and a basic framework of indicators; varied conditions in
different districts; good for maintenance (M104)

e Yes. Regulations are required for monitoring and checking the conditions (M105)

e Yes with reservation. Depends on the definition of indicators; performance
indicators may increase the workload of staff; indicators may not be universally
adaptable (M106, M107)

e Yes with reservation. Difficult to rely on visitors’ satisfaction as the park still opens
whenever visitors are satisfied or not (M108)

e Yes. Indicators should be part of guidelines, but some of them are infeasible to
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frontline staff when they need to change in each park; indicators are useful for site
management but it depends on how to set up these indicators. Too many indicators
may constrain the effectiveness; Features between parks are similar (M109)

Yes. Public sector follows guidelines to work, but it requires to discuss with
contractors about the operation; guidelines may not cover the number of indicators
or the complaints by users; it is only possible to quantify the work with more
scientific nature; other considerations may affect the use of indicators (M110)

Yes (M111)

Yes with reservation. Indicators need to be site-specific and have flexibility (M112)
Yes with reservation (M113)

Yes. For monitoring the staff (M114)

Yes with reservation. A set of guidelines to fit all parks may not be suitable but it
requires adjustment for district or site-specific characteristics (M115)

No. Difficult to have objective indicators. Parks are open spaces for public so
difficult to calculate usage; Growth condition of trees may be rated by categories
such as good, fair or poor but subjective (M116)

Yes. Indicators must incorporate public or user opinions; it is important to enforce
the use of indicators but given flexibility in operation; indicators should be
quantified and measurable (M117)

Yes with reservation. Indicators will be interpreted by varied actors; it must be
related to future development of the park, site-specific and not too rigid (M118)
Yes. This is important to understand if park users feel comfortable and pleasant in
the parks, especially the iconic venues; indicators are applicable, the list is very
useful; a general list of indicators for all parks is supported but individual park
managers can select those items applicable to their venues; more categories of
indicators such as facilities, innovation, complaints, flora and fauna, etc. (M119)
Yes (M120)

(Question 9) Have you ever used any form of indicators or yardsticks in managing or
monitor the condition of a park?

Yes. Decision of placing new facilities by public opinion (M101, M102)

No. Mainly rely on public commendation; indicators are difficult to handle; the
issue of subjectivity (M103)

Yes, such as international standard of provision of disabled facilities, signage, etc.
(M104)

Yes. Guidelines; indicators have to fit local characteristics (M105)

Yes. Guidelines; no down-to-earth or specific indicators but guidelines to follow;
sometimes audit team may visit the parks and review the services (M106, M107)
Not sure. Guidelines, such as green coverage; there are guidelines on park design
but not on management (M108)

Yes. Guidelines (M109)

Yes. Guidelines (M110)

No (M111)

Yes. Guidelines (M112)

Yes. Guidelines (M113)

Yes. Checking of service quality of contractors (M114)

Yes. Internal guidelines (M115)
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e No. Guidelines only (M116)

e Not sure (M117)

e Not sure. Guidelines on usage only but no specific indicators to measure number of
park users or other objective factors about the work; mainly depends on park
managers’ daily inspection or conversations with park users; reflected in
performance appraisal (M118)

e Yes. The first 17 indicators are the aspects we concern (M119)

e Yes (M120)

Stage 4 (park managers; the number in blanket refers to the assigned code of interviewee)
(Question 6) If you were provided a set of indicators voluntarily, how would you select
and apply these indicators in your daily park management?

e Determined by the priority in handling park issues (M401)

e Insufficient staff to evaluate indicators due to heavy workload; prolonged (over 3
years) insufficient ground staff of workmen and artisans has caused overloading of
other venue staff (M404)

e Socio-demographic and visit characteristics as indicators, e.g. age, gender, job
status, income level, education level, marital status, purpose of use and frequency
of use (M405)

e Consider the feasibility and start with the easiest indicator (M406)

e Only select “number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage” as the
indicator in my daily park management (M407)

(Question 7) How would you suggest framing or organizing the indicators or indicator
set for urban park management in Hong Kong?

Set as guidelines or code of practice for reference of park managers (M401)

No discussion unless manpower is always in full strength (M404)

Impose on 2 levels: macro (policy makers), micro (district, local staff) (M405)
Reduced the “number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage” by
general maintenance (M407)

From the answers of Question 8 (Stage 1) about the usefulness of indicators, most of
the urban park managers (17 out of 20 managers) support the use of indicators as an approach
to improve their park management conditions although 5 of them had reservation. The
opponents (M101, M102 and M118) mainly concern about the extra workload and the
subjectivity of indicator measurement. For Question 9 (Stage 1) about the existing practice in
parks, 14 out of 20 managers agree that they have adopted “indicators” in urban park
management; however, 3 managers disagree and another 3 managers are uncertain to
indicator use. Indeed, 9 managers regarded “internal management guidelines” are the same as

indicators. The interviewers provided a preliminary indicator list (Table 4) to the
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interviewees for ease of understanding. Nevertheless, the study of interview transcripts
reveals that urban park managers in Hong Kong have different understanding and
interpretations of “indicator”, “standard”, “regulation” and “guideline”. The findings also
show that they consider indicators as standards to be reached, but not yardsticks for

comparison.

In Stage 4 (after screening and rating of indicators in Stages 1 and 2), a final round of
questionnaire-based survey was conducted to solicit the urban park managers’ views on the
application of core indicators. The purposes are described in Methodology section. From the
answers of Question 6 about the ways of selecting and applying indicators in their parks, only
five managers gave their opinions. These responses generally reflect an inclination to
minimize the workload or choosing the smallest number of indicators for monitoring.
Respondents also expressed a pessimistic attitude towards the use of indicators as it may
impose extra workload to the management staff.

For Question 7 about the suggested approach of framing or organizing indicators,
there were only four responded managers. The answers do not show any specific proposal of
indicator system or framework except M405’s suggestion for a two-level categorization of

indicators for policy makers and local or frontline staff.

Stage 1 (academics; the number in blanket refers to the assigned code of interviewee)
(Question 6) Do you think the use of indicators or indicator set can improve the urban
park management in Hong Kong? If so, how would you suggest framing or organizing
the indicators or indicator set for urban park management in Hong Kong? If not, what is
the reason and what would you propose?

e Yes. Indicator development should calculate, estimate and compare varied
situations of presence or absence of parks; use subjective indicators measuring park
users’ expectation; create indicators based on characteristics of the parks with the
best public perception. (S01)

e Yes. The use of scientific data for park assessment is necessary, but it is
meaningless to have local comparison. It is more useful to develop a set of
international indicators for comparison between cities; indicators need to reflect the
demand-side factor. Satisfaction survey or user opinion collection is important even
for local comparison only; measurement of socio-psychological carrying capacity is
more useful than physical carrying capacity. (S02)

e Yes. Indicators should be forward-looking that reflect the future development of
the park. Sustainable development is such a perspective, e.g., to develop a “green
index” for parks. It is important to make reference to the park management
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perspectives of urban parks in developed countries; urban park management should
follow the urban development of Hong Kong, e.g., smart city movement; this
project should provide policy implication such as the promotion of the concepts
like “connecting (parks)” and “(green) infrastructure” as seen in the Hong Kong
2030+ planning study; it is necessary to review the existing “guideline” of the
LCSD in order to study urban park management. (S03)

e Yes. Indicators should focus on understanding park usage, and link uses, activities
and parks. (S04)

e Yes. Indicators should include both physical environmental features like security,
aesthetics, scenery and convenience, as well as psychological or personal indicators
like users’ perception. (S05)

e Yes with reservation. There are more considerations for indicator use: different
ways of evaluating landscape, combination and weighting; ecological value is hard
to quantify; the mechanics or logistics of getting data. People tend to go for easy
and money-based methods; there may be different categories of indicators such as
finance, economics, participation, ecological, aesthetic, social, etc.; sometimes
indicators easily get manipulated because people want to achieve a certain result.
(S06)

e Yes. It is important to enforce the indicators; indicators may be visible or invisible,
some are more important than the others. (S07)

e Yes with reservation. The use of indicators has complication because park system
is highly diverse in location, nature, usage and geographical/contextual
surroundings. There is a risk kind of an overlooking the subtlety; it requires
community involvement; in the long run, it is necessary to care about the sensitivity
of differences rather than standardize sustainability. (S08)

e Yes with reservation. Indicator set needs to be adaptable to changing uses, patterns,
values (ecology, sustainability), activities and demands, not so rule bounded. (S09)

Question 6 (Stage 1) aims to solicit scholars’ views on again the effectiveness and a
suggested framework of indicators. Among the answers provided by the nine responded
academics, all of them agree with the usefulness of indicators for urban park management
and improvement. The inclusion of park users’ input is agreed across scholars (S01, S02, S04,
S05). Three scholars have reservation to the indicator use, who mainly concern about the
difficulty in site measurement, site-specific variation and the subjectivity issue (S06, S08,
S09). One respondent emphasizes the need for “forward-looking”, the consideration of
sustainability in park management and the integration of park management with urban

planning and urban development (S03).
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Results and Discussions 2

In response to Research Objective 2: To examine the park managers’ and park users’
perceptions of urban park management in Hong Kong based on the levels of importance and
performance of the indicators; and Research Objective 3: To compare the views between the
park managers and park users on the urban park indicators in Hong Kong.

Tables 10 and 11 are generated to show the top ten and bottom ten indicators rated by
park managers (n=25) and park users (n=743), in terms of importance and performance,
respectively. The datasets come from the surveys in Stage 2 study. Due to a large difference
in sample size, comparative analysis by statistical tests could not be applied. Parallel
comparison between the ratings of park managers and park users was thus conducted by

observations of mean scores and ranking. Three areas of findings are revealed from the tables.

First, the means of each indicator show some degrees of inter-group differences. The
range of the mean scores by park managers (m=3.16-4.40 for importance; m=3.12-4.28 for
performance) is much greater than that of park users (m=3.52-4.31 for importance; m=3.41-
3.93 for performance). For the top ten important indicators, the difference in mean scores
between groups is only below 0.2; for the top ten performed indicators, the difference in
mean scores between groups is about 0.3. These two sets of top rated items do not show an
apparent difference in the mean scores. However, for the least ten important indicators, the
gap is widened to about 0.2-0.4 where park managers gave a much lower scores to these
“unimportant” aspects of their parks. For the bottom ten performed indicators, higher scores
were given by park users until after the bottom seventh item. The gap is reversed at the 33

position.
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Table 10: Ten most and least important indicator items perceived by park managers and park users

Park managers (n=25)

Park users (n=743)

Rank | Category | 10 most important indicators Mean | S.D. | Rank | Category | 10 most important indicators Mean | S.D.
1 | Mn Funds from the government 4.40 | .645 1 |SI Pari users® level of satisfaction with 431 | 0.715
environmental quality
2 Ml Number of security guards on duty in 432 802 2 S| Percentage of park users V\_/ho feel pleasant 426 | 0743
the park because of the natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
3| Ml Checks of facilities 428 | 614 REI Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to 425 | 0.726
3 hardware or built facilities
REI Number of pedestrian paths linking to 4.16 .688 REI Number of types of facilities in the park 425 | 0.735
park entrances
Plav equibment management and Presence of a park and recreation plan that
4 MIlI Y equip manag 4.16 .943 MIlI integrates into a citywide comprehensive urban 424 | 0.813
maintenance guidelines :
5 planning process
Proportion of soft landscape or green Number of reported case / complaints about any
RE areas to hardware or built facilities 4.16 624 S| insect problem 4.24 | 0.806
7 Sl Complaint about facility damage 4.08 .759 7 Sl Number of complaints about hygienic conditions | 4.22 | 0.771
Number of lights for outdoor . o
. REI illumination in the park 4.04 751 ; REI Number of toilets within the park 420 | 0.756
REI Percentage of open area within the park | 4.04 611 REI Percentage of open area within the park 420 | 0.772
REI Number of toilets within the park 4.04 611 REI Avrea of the park 420 | 0.828
Rank | Category | 10 least important indicators Mean | S.D. | Rank | Category | 10 least important indicators Mean | S.D.
40 | REI Access to wireless internet in the park 3.16 .943 40 REI Access to wireless internet in the park 3.52 | 1.229
39 | REI Avqllablllty of innovative facilities or 336 860 39 REI Av_al_lz_iblllty of innovative 375 | 1.008
equipment facilities or equipment,
38 | Sl Number of community events 3.40 | 1.000 38 Sl Number of community events 3.83 | 0.887
37 | I i’gg\?ﬁ:epsmgrams or public educational |5 45 | 779 | 37 | M Number of security guards on duty in the park 3.86 | 0.904
Percentage of park management staff who
Percentage of park users who are possess qualifications related to ecology,
36 | Sl satisfied and dissatisfied with the 3.64 757 36 Ml environmental management, landscape 3.90 | 0.876
aesthetic value of the park architecture or other park management-related
disciplines
35 | s Numk_)elf of complalnt.s.rglatlng to 368 900 35 S| Numb_e_r _of complaints relating to conflicting use 391 | 0875
conflicting use of facilities of facilities
34 | Ml A geo-referenced database for mapping 371 908 34 MII Presence of a geo-referenced database for 392 | 0934

park resources and facilities of

mapping park resources and facilities of




individual parks individual parks
Policies that identify or support the Presence of regular user assessment of favourite
Ml promotion of the educational functions 3.72 792 Sl au L 3.93 | 0.834
and least favourite park facilities
of parks 33
33 REI Number of accidents reported in the 372 980 S| Number of envwon_m_e_ntal edu_catlon 393 | 0838
park programmes or activities provided to users
REI Number of reported crimes in the park 3.72 .980 31 REI _Nu_mber of new and existing trails or routes built 3.94 | 0.785
inside the park
Remarks: Park user data copied from Table 8.
Table 11: Ten best- and poorest-performed indicator items perceived by park managers and park users
Park managers (n=25) Park users (n=743)
Rank | Category | 10 best-performed indicators Mean | S.D. | Rank | Category | 10 best-performed indicators Mean | S.D.
1 REI 35;61“(:6 from the nearest residential 4.28 .843 1 MIlI Number of opening hours per day 3.93 831
2 REI !\Iumper Qf Il_ghts for outdoor 421 658 2 S| Parl.< users’ level of_satlsfactlon with 388 802
illumination in the park environmental quality
MII Checks of facilities 420 | 500 | 3 |sI PEIEENEL 87 [P0 < VGRS 00 R (iR 387 | 820
3 because of the natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
Number of pedestrian paths linking to -
REI park entrances 4.20 .645 . REI Percentage of open area within the park 3.84 .855
5 RE| Proportion of soft landscape to 416 688 RE| Number of pedestrian paths linking to park 384 822
hardware entrances
6 MIlI Accidents reported in parks 4.13 .612 6 REI Avrea of the park 3.83 .896
Methods of public transport that are : .
MIlI directly linked to the park 4.04 .690 , REI Number of reported crimes in the park 3.82 .958
MII Pla_y equipment management and 404 464 S| Percen_ta_gg of park users who perceive high 382 847
7 maintenance guidelines accessibility to the park
RE| Area of the park 404 539 9 RE| IF:laurrIPber of lights for outdoor illumination in the 380 781
REI Number of toilets within the park 4.04 .539 10 REI Density of trees within the park 3.79 875
Rank | Category | 10 poorest-performed indicators Mean | S.D. | Rank | Category | 10 poorest-performed indicators Mean | S.D.
40 MIlI :)rll;en%ri?]téon of park planning and urban 3.12 .666 40 REI Access to wireless internet in the park 341 | 1.040
39 MIlI Policies that identify or support the 3.25 .897 39 MIlI Funds from the government 3.43 | 1.001
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promotion of the educational
functions of parks

Availability of innovative facilities or

Auvailability of innovative

38 REI ; . 3.44 .870 38 REI C . 3.44 .953
equipment, e.g., solar lights, etc. facilities or equipment,
Staff qualifications in relevant park Policies that identify or support the promotion of
37 MII management-related disciplines 3.48 872 37 Ml the educational functions of parks 3.52 952
Sl Numper_ of complamt_s_r_elatmg 0 3.48 770 36 MIlI Number of security guards on duty in the park 3.56 .898
conflicting use of facilities
Numberofenvirenmental education Presence of regular user assessment of favourite
Sl E;zgsrammes or activities provided to 3.54 .833 35 Sl and least favourite park facilities 3.57 .829
35
PRIBSTIEED @2 S S 0 Gl Number of reported cases of facility and
S| pleasant because of the natural 3.54 721 REI . P y an 3.58 .840
. equipment damage, breakage and missing parts
settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
33 MIlI Regular visitor surveys 3.59 .666 34 MIlI Definition of core services or themes of parks 3.58 .842
32 Ml Definition of core services or themes 360 207 S| Number of enwron_m_e_ntal edu_catlon 358 897
of parks programmes or activities provided to users
31 sl Park users” level of satisfaction with | g 63 | 574 Ml Checks of facilities 358 | .848

the aesthetic value of urban parks
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Second, the differences in the aspects of concern are observed by counting the number
of indicators in each category. As summarized in Table 12, urban park managers and park
users particularly show some disparities in selecting the most important and the best-
performed indicators. More MII items were considered important (4 out of 10 items) but
users’ perception lies on Sis (4 out of 10 items). Such contrast is considered normal because
of the nature of the respondents. Park managers deal with park management and they thus
naturally prioritize indicators about managerial and institutional aspects as the major part of
their jurisdiction. Park users concern about their benefits and needs in park usage and
therefore users are much more sensitive to the items relevant to their feelings and experiences.

Both groups concern the attributes of park resources and environment (REI).

Table 12: Summary of categories of ten and bottom ten indicators

Number of indicators
Park managers (n=25) \ Park users (n=743)

10 most important indicators

MII 4 1
REI 5 5
SI 1 4
10 least important indicators

MII 2 1
REI 4 6
Sl 4 3
10 best-performed indicators

MII 4 3
REI 6 3
Sl 0 4
10 poorest-performed indicators

MII 5 5
REI 1 3
Sl 4 2

Regarding the best-performed indicators, urban park managers believe that they have
exerted much effort in maintaining and improving the physical features and environments of
their parks, and therefore REI items receive a higher performance rating (6 out of 10 best
performance) than park users’ rating (3 out of 10 items). On the contrary, park users perceive
that social indicators have better performance (4 Sl items out of 10) but park managers do not

consider so (no items in top ten performance).



Third, there are common and contrasting indicator ratings between park managers and
users. Comparing the importance and performance ratings by park managers and park users
together (Tables 10 and 11), some common and contrasting perceptions can be observed. On
the one hand, both respondent groups suggest three indicators are among the most important
items, namely “proportion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built facilities”,
“percentage of open area within the park” and “number of toilets within the park”, which are
all REI items. On the other hand, five indicators are commonly rated among the least
important: “access to wireless internet in the park” (REI), “availability of innovative facilities
or equipment” (REI), “number of community events” (SI), “number of complaints relating to
conflicting use of facilities” (SI) and “a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources
and facilities of individual parks” (MII).

For the performance, “number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances” and
“area of the park™ are the two indicator having the best performance by both park managers
and park users; whereas “policies that identify or support the promotion of the educational
functions of parks” (MII), “number of environmental education programmes or activities
provided to users” (SI) and “definition of core services or themes of parks” (MII) are shared

items of the poorest performance.

Several indicators have contrasting ratings: (1) “Number of security guards on duty in
the park” is among the most important indicators by park managers (m=4.32; ranked 2", but
the least important by park users (m=3.86; ranked 37"). This suggested that managers
consider important to keep park safety by the provision of more security guards but park
users view differently that, for example, security guards represent less degree of privacy or
freedom of use in parks. (2) Park managers maintain a high performance of “checks of
facilities” (m=4.20; ranked 3') but park users might have perceived that this task is not well
delivered (m=3.58; ranked 34"). (3) Lastly, park users appear to be happy about their
pleasure in the natural settings of the parks and thus ranked the indicator “percentage of park
users who feel pleasant because of the natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees)” the 3™ (m=3.87)

but park managers have a much lower self-evaluation of this work (m=3.54; ranked 35™).

To compare the views between the park managers and park users on the urban park

indicators in Hong Kong (Research Objective 3), it has to be analyzed separately due to a
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huge difference in sample size. This research therefore presents their views by different sets
of analysis. For park users, the results include (1) identification of components of urban park
management by park users’ ratings on indicator importance (Chan & Marafa, 2006), and (2)
statistical comparison of park users’ ratings on importance and performance levels of
indicator items between 2004 and 2017 (Chan, 2006). For park managers, the analysis is
based on the results of longitudinal comparison of park managers’ ratings on indicator
importance and performance between this research and previous studies in 2004 and 2012
(Chan et al., 2015).

Components of sustainable urban park management

The importance rating by park users in Stage 2 study entered the PCA via SPSS. The
process of data analysis was explained in Methodology section and the PCA results were also
presented in Results and Discussions 1 and Table 9 respectively. There were some previous
location-based studies that reviewed the status of urban park management in the United
States and suggested the components of sustainable park management in the particular
settings (e.g., Cohen & Eimicke, 1998; Harnik, 2003).

When comparing the current results with previous studies on how a desirable urban
park system, two observations are revealed as collated in Table 13. Firstly, there are similar
dimensions of public park management, for example, about physical features (e.g., park
facilities and equipment) and safety and security. These dimensions represent the most
important areas of management that directly relevant to urban parks in most cases. Secondly,
from a longitudinal perspective, these components of urban park management tend to
gradually become more sophisticated over the years. For instance, Harnik (2003) grouped
“sufficient assets, staffing and equipment” into one essential area of an excellent park system,
while subsequent study by Chan & Marafa (2006) revealed an itemized indicators of facilities,

staff and finance, which were associated by park users.

Furthermore, policy-related indicators do not appear among park users’ associated
component in the current study. Overall, the components show the categorical difference
between MII, REI and Sl but park users tend to concern about a general user-friendly and
high quality physical environment with specific attributes such as open, accessible, green and

clean. New attributes are found to suit the changing society, for example, a component
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identifying features for a smarter recreation site (internet connection and innovative facilities).

The latter is an additional indicator suggested during the screening process.

Table 13: Comparison between studies on dimensions of urban park management

Cohen & Harnik (2003) Chan & Marafa This study
Eimicke (1998) (2006)
The United States | The United States | Hong Kong Hong Kong
o Clear e Park planning and o Facility
expression of management maintenance and
park purposes policies staff management
e Ongoing
planning and
community
involvement
e Natural o Sufficient e Park facilities and e Diversified and
beauty assets, staffing environmental accessible park
e Play and equipment quality environment
equipment e Staff management | e Smart recreation

e Bathrooms
e Cleanliness

Park finance

environment

e Youth e Benefits e Education function | e Community and
program beyond park education events
boundaries
e Equitable e Accessibility to e Accessibility and
access park usage and openness of park
information
e Users’ e Park usage e Users’ reactions to
satisfaction e Users’ complaints park facilities
about park e Users’ complaints
resources and about park
environment environment
e Users’ satisfaction
with park facilities
e Safety o Safety from o Safety and security | e Safety and
physical security

hazards and
crime

These studies came from different geographical and site-specific conditions,
interpreted by individual groups of researchers, used varied methods and involved different
actors of urban parks to derive these management dimensions. However, the suggested
dimensions indicate the components of urban parks that should be well managed and

considered in park sustainability. The current study followed what Chan & Marafa (2006)
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proposed to involve park users in the process of indicator selection, which eventually reflects
their attitudes and needs. In the age of increasing demand of public utilities like parks,
management authorities have shown a higher self-expectation (Eng & Niininen, 2005; Leung
etal., 2011; Chan et al., 2015).

Statistical comparison between studies in 2004 and 2017

Putting together two sets of data (606 park users in 2004 study in Chan (2006) and
743 park users in the current project), some statistical analyses can reveal the trend of
changing views of park users on urban park management in Hong Kong. In this study, three
types of statistical tests were performed: two-sample t-test, two-sample Kolmogorov—
Smirnov test (KS test) and Wilcoxon rank. These tests suit the conditions of normality and
non-normality that was not assumed in the 2004 and 2017 datasets. The common indicators
appeared in the two years (a total of 26 indicators) were compared by each of these tests
separately. The results are presented in Table 14. A zero “0” value in the boxes of the table
refers to the same normal distributions with equal means and equal but unknown variances,
while a one “1” value refers to the condition otherwise. After conducting the tests, there are
four possible conditions between the years: (1) a statistically significant increase in the mean
scores, (2) a statistically significant decrease in the mean scores, (3) no change in the mean
scores, and (4) no consensus among the test results, and thus no conclusion of the trend was

reached.

Through summarizing these conditions of statistical tests in Table 14, it is observed
that the level of importance perceived by park users has been increased generally over the
years in all (MIl, REI and Sl) categories of indicators; 17 out of 26 indicators show a
statistically significant increase across tests. This finding describes an overall rise in
expectation of park users in all park management aspects nowadays. Regarding the indicator
performance, MIl and REI items both have a mixed trend, while there is no consensus
generally for Sl items. This implies that park users have had a mixed feeling about the
performance of different aspects of urban parks. This circumstance may be caused by
different characteristics of park users based on their individual needs, expectations, attitudes
and behaviour leading to diverse perceptions (such as those previous studies presented in
Table 3). Urban parks in Hong Kong have also had changing conditions and environmental

settings over the years to satisfy recreational demand.
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Table 14: Statistical comparison of park users’ ratings on importance and performance levels of indicator items between 2004 and 2017

Importance Performance
Indicator 2-sample | KS | Wilcox- | M M Chanae 2-sample | KS | Wilcox- | M M Change
t test test | on rank | 2004 | 2017 g t test test | onrank | 2004 | 2017 g
Presence of a written and publicly available
MII | definition of core services or themes of the 1 1 1 3.71 | 3.97 | Increase 1 1 0 3.35 | 3.58 | Increase
parks
Ml PIESEINEE o pla)_/ equipment management s 1 1 0 3.79 | 4.14 | Increase 0 1 0 3.74 | 3.63 No
maintenance guidelines Consensus
WU it off Creehs off el Es dnd ey 1 1 0 |393| 416 | Increase 1 1 0 | 408|358
equipment
Percentage of park management staff who
possess qualifications related to ecology,
MII | environmental management, landscape 0 0 0 3.81 | 3.90 | Nochange 1 1 0 4.26 | 3.64
architecture or other park management-
related disciplines
Presence of policies that identify or support
MII | the promotion of the educational functions of 1 1 0 3.90 | 4.13 | Increase 1 1 0 3.77 | 3.52
the parks
Presence of a park and recreation plan that
MII | integrates into a citywide comprehensive 1 1 0 3.90 | 4.24 | Increase 1 1 0 3.38 | 3.65 | Increase
urban planning process
Ml Amount of financial funds from the 0 1 0 404 | 413 No 0 1 0 357 | 343 No
government consensus consensus
MII Number of security guards on duty in the 1 1 0 415 | 386 0 0 1 368 | 356 No
park consensus
REI | Number of facilities for disabled people 1 1 0 3.81 | 4.18 Increase 1 1 0 3.37 | 3.59 Increase
REI Number of methods of public transport that 1 1 0 3.52 | 411 | Increase 0 0 0 3.66 | 3.62 | Nochange
are directly linked to the park
RE( | Number of new and existing trails or routes 1 1 | o |337|394| Increase | 1 1| o |42 369
built inside the park
REI | Number of types of facilities in the park 1 4.03 | 4.25 | Increase 1 1 0 4.62 | 3.68
REI | Number of accidents reported in the park 1 4.26 | 4.00 1 1 0 441 | 3.74
REI | Number of reported crimes in the park 1 1 3.94 | 418 | Increase 1 1 0 3.65 | 3.82 Increase




Number of reported cases of facility and No
REI | equipment damage, breakage and missing 0 0 0 3.99 | 3.99 | No change 0 1 0 3.48 | 3.58
parts consensus
REI Number aqd population of typical faunal and 0 0 0 413 | 413 | No change 0 1 0 361 | 3.70 No
floral species consensus
Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to No
RE hardware or built facilities 1 1 0 3.54 | 425 Ieliezss 0 1 0 3.60 | 3.70 CONSensus
Number of complaints by park users that No
S| relate to facility and equipment damage 0 1 0 3.95 | 4.00 €oNnsensus 1 1 1 4.69 | 361
S| Number o_f_c_omplalnts relating to conflicting 0 0 0 401 | 391 | No change 1 1 1 397 | 3.6
use of facilities
Park users’ level of satisfaction with
Sl environmental quality 1 1 0 3.86 | 4.30 | Increase 1 1 0 4.78 | 3.88
R e L alelou g e 1 1 0 | 384|422 | Increase 0 1 o |376|373| N°
conditions consensus
S| Prese_nce of regular user assessmer?t_o_f 1 0 0 382 | 3.93 No 1 0 0 381 | 357 No
favorite and least favorite park facilities consensus CONsensus
Percentage of park users who are satisfied No
Sl | and dissatisfied with the aesthetic value of 1 1 0 3.50 | 4.02 | Increase 0 1 0 3.69 | 3.68
consensus
the park
SI | Number of park users 1 1 0 3.77 | 4.05 | Increase 0 1 0 3.86 | 3.75 e
consensus
SI | Number of community events in the park 1 1 1 3.57 | 3.83 | Increase 0 1 0 3.52 | 3.62 e
consensus
51 | Number of environmental education 1 1 0 | 374|393 | Increase 0 1 0 |345|358| NO
programs or activities provided to users consensus

(Remarks: 0 refers to the same normal distributions with equal means and equal but unknown variances; 1 refers to reject condition 0.)
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Longitudinal comparison of urban park managers’ view on park management in Hong Kong
in 2004, 2012 and 2017

This part of the result is a longitudinal comparison of park managers’ ratings on
indicator importance and performance between this research and previous studies in 2004 and
2012 (Chan et al., 2015). The two past studies were either published or completed in Chan
(2006) and Chan et al. (2015). The respondents were LCSD’s major urban park managers.
All 22 major urban park managers responded to the survey in 2004 (i.e., a 100% response
rate) (Chan & Marafa, 2006), whereas 20 managers participated in the 2012 survey which
reached in a response rate of about 77% (Chan et al., 2015). In this current study, 27
completed responses were collected from the 25 major urban parks (excluding Nanlian
Garden) because two responses were from former managers who shifted to another position
during the process of the Delphi survey - although two of them did not disclose their years of

experience.

According to the work experience profile of the park managers in the three studies,
the LCSD’s urban park managers interviewed were found to be relatively less experienced as
revealed in the three studies over the years. Managers with years of work experience in park
management who responded to the studies reduced from over 20% in 2004 to about 7% in
2017. The majority of park managers have worked in their current position for less than 3
years. The findings indicate that an increasing proportion of a given management team comes

from newly deployed and less experienced officers.

The importance and performance of the urban park indicators were ranked according
to their mean scores rated by the park managers. The resultant top ten and bottom ten items
over the three investigations (the years of 2004, 2012 and 2017) are presented in Tables 15a

and 15b (importance), and Tables 16a and 16b (performance) respectively.

The indicator ratings perceived by park managers present an overall increase in the
importance level of the indicators over the years when combining the lists of the most and the
least important items in Tables 15a and 15b. The top ten important indicators have had a
slight general increase in the mean scores of about 0.1 between 2004 and 2017 although some
indicators had decreased ratings in 2012. There is an increase in the mean scores of about 0.3
among the bottom list. Managers considered public funding to be the most important attribute
in 2017, which was also the case in 2004, but not in the 2012 survey. It is noticeable that



funding from the government has jumped from the least important indicator in 2012 to the
top item in 2017 (although it was ranked the 5" in 2004). This finding shows a drastic change
in the perception of park managers. Regardless of the categories of indicators, items related to
facilities, equipment and hardware resources have been among the top ranking (4-5 items in
the top ten as highlighted in italics). Specifically, “checks of facilities” and “play equipment

management and maintenance guidelines” are the only two items present over the years.

Regarding the least important indicators perceived by park managers, the two items
related to smart urban development (wireless internet connection and innovative recreation
facilities) are at the bottom of the list. These two items were newly added for literature
reviewers’ and managers’ consideration. The availability of school programs or public
educational activities in urban parks was also ranked among the least important aspects over

the years.
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Table 15a: Top ten important indicators according to urban park managers in Hong Kong (Common items are highlighted.)

TOP Ten Important Indicators

Park managers in 2004 (n=22)

Park managers in 2012 (n=20)

Park managers in 2017 (n=25)

Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. |Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. | Rank Indicator Mean | S.D.
1 gc?nrgﬁliilr?;S about hygienic 4.33 .702 1 |[Service quality of contractor| 4.40 503 1 |Funds from the government 4.40 .645
Service quality of contractor 4.29 464 2 |Checks of facilities 4.25 .786 2 Numper of security guards on 4.32 .802
2 duty in the park
Play L TR E 4.29 .624 3 |Staff satisfaction 4.21 .631 3 |Checks of facilities 4.28 .614
and maintenance guidelines
4 |Complaint about facility damage| 4.26 .864 New and existing trails or 4.10 .852 '\.‘“”?ber of pedestrian paths 4.16 .688
4 routes built in parks linking to park entrances
PIED S 4 |Play equipment management and
Funds from the government 421 721 management and 4.10 .968 mai); te?war?ce i delings 4.16 943
5 maintenance guidelines g
Complaints about issues of Proportion of soft landscape or
Staff satisfaction 421 | 1.021 np - ; 4.05 .686 green areas to hardware or built 4.16 .624
equity or social exclusion o
facilities
7 |Checks of facilities 4.08 584 6 gark _faC|I|_t|es under 4.05 .826 7 |Complaint about facility damage | 4.08 .759
eterioration
Legislation or mission about
8 |Accidents reported in parks 4.04 .928 purposes of providing, . 4.05 .759 !\Iumt?er (.)f Ilghts for outdoor 4.04 751
protecting and developing illumination in the park
parks 8
Pa}rk users level of satlsfactlon 3.92 830 Change in perception of 400 705 Percentage of open area within 404 611
9 with environmental quality 9 safety by park users the park
Park facilities under Visitor assessment of
deteriorati 3.92 776 favourite and least favourite| 4.00 .795 Number of toilets within the park | 4.04 .611
eterioration e
park facilities

(Source: Chan & Marafa, 2006 for 2004 statistics; Chan et al., 2014 for 2012 statistics)




Table 15b: Ten least important indicators according to urban park managers in Hong Kong (Common items are highlighted.)

LEAST Ten Important Indicators

Park managers in 2004 (n=22)

Park managers in 2012 (n=20)

Park managers in 2017 (n=25)

Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. |Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. | Rank Indicator Mean S.D.
1 |Areas of urban parks 2.78 951 1 |Funds from the government | 2.89 937 1 Q;:r?(ess o wireless internet in the 3.16 .943
2 |Regular visitor surveys 292 | 1.018 | 2 |Regular visitor surveys 3.05 .780 2 ﬁa\éﬁlilt?s;lg?/e%fulig?r?::tt Ive 3.36 .860
3 |Water quality 295 | 1.099 | 3 SChOOI. programs or i 3.11 567 3 |[Number of community events 3.40 1.000

educational activities
4 |Air quality 3.05 999 4 Integration of pqu planning 313 | 1.125 4 School_ programs or public 3.46 779
and urban planning educational activities
: . - Percentage of park users who are
el [ s ot pulalle 300 | 900 | 5 (Complaintaboutfacility | 55, | 55 | 5 |satisfied and dissatisfied with the | 3.64 | .757
educational activities damage aesthetic value of the park
- . . Expendlture on park Number of complaints relating to
Enquiries for park information 3.21 721 6 |maintenance and 3.29 | 1.047 6 conflicting use of facilities 3.68 .900
6 management g
Environmental education Enquiries for park A geo-referenced database for
rOraMMmes 3.21 779 7 infgrmation P 3.35 671 7  |mapping park resources and 3.71 .908
prog facilities of individual parks
Policies that identify or L S
L . ; Policies that identify or support
8 !\lew and existing trails or routes 3.22 .902 support th? promotion of 3.37 597 the promotion of the educational 3.72 792
in parks 8 [the educational functions of functi £ park
parks 8 unctions of parks
9 An official citizen advisory 332 894 Air quality 337 957 Number of accidents reported in 372 980
board the park
10 |Number of community events 3.33 .637 | 10 |[Types of facilities in parks | 3.45 .887 Number of reported crimes in the 3.72 .980

park

(Source: Chan & Marafa, 2006 for 2004 statistics; Chan et al., 2014 for 2012 statistics)
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Table 16a: Ten best-performing indicators amongst urban park managers in Hong Kong (Common items are highlighted.)

Ten Best-performed Indicators

Park managers in 2004 (n=22)

Park managers in 2012 (n=20)

Park managers in 2017 (n=25)

Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. |Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. | Rank Indicator Mean S.D.
1 Compl_alnts about hygienic 409 811 1 Complaint about facility 415 587 1 Dls_tancg from the nearest 498 843
conditions damage residential area
Service quality of contractor 3.95 .950 2 New ar_ld existing trails or 4.05 .605 2 !\lumk_)er c_)f I|ghts for outdoor 4.21 .658
routes in parks illumination in the park
2 [Checks of facilities 3.95 .899 Checks of facilities 4.05 .887 3 Checks of facilities 4.20 .500
Cases of facility and equipment 3.95 899 4 Facilities for disabled 3.90 852 l\_lumber of pedestrian paths 420 645
damage people linking to park entrances
Accidents reported in parks 3.95 .865 5 Park _fa0|l|_t|es under 3.85 .587 5 Proportion of soft landscape to 4.16 .688
deterioration hardware
6 |Complaint about facility damage| 3.90 995 Service quality of contractor| 3.85 671 6  |Accidents reported in parks 4.13 .612
7 Complaln_ts_ :_albout conflicting 386 | 1.062 | 7 Positive written comments 3.80 951 Meth_ods of publlc transport that 404 690
use of facilities by users are directly linked to the park
8 |Types of facilities in parks 382 | 733 Number of community 375 | 639 | 7 |Playequipmentmanagementand| , o, | 454
8 events maintenance guidelines
Play equipment management iy et
9 . A 3.77 | 1.066 management and 3.75 .786 Area of the park 4.04 .539
and maintenance guidelines - T
maintenance guidelines
10 |Proportionof soft landscapeto | 560 | 780 | 10 [Types of facilities in parks | 3.70 | .657 Number of toilets within the park | 4.04 | 539

hardware

(Source: Chan & Marafa, 2006 for 2004 statistics; Chan et al., 2014 for 2012 statistics)
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Table 16b: Ten poorest-performed indicators amongst urban park managers in Hong Kong (Common items are highlighted.)

Ten Poorest-performed Indicators

Park managers in 2004 (n=22)

Park managers in 2012 (n=20)

Park managers in 2017 (n=25)

Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. |Rank Indicator Mean | S.D. | Rank Indicator Mean | S.D.
1 |Water quality 269 | 1014 | 1 |Casesoffacility and 205 | 1.079 | 1 [|\ntegrationofparkplanningand | 5., | geg
equipment damage urban planning
Expenditure on park Policies that identify or support
2 |Regular visitor surveys 2.73 | 1.032 2 |maintenance and 3.00 .866 2  |the promotion of the educational 3.25 .897
management functions of parks
E;t?s(flal(s:firc?n Iv(\a/\i/tﬂ t%fe Auvailability of innovative
3 |Areas of urban parks 2.76 | 1.091 : 3.15 933 3 [facilities or equipment, e.g., solar | 3.44 .870
aesthetic value of urban i
ights, etc.
3 |parks
An official citizen advisor Staff qualifications in relevant
4 board y 2.89 | 1.100 Number of users 3.15 671 4 park management-related 3.48 872
disciplines
. . . . Number of complaints relating to
5 |Air quality 2.94 .966 Accidents reported in parks | 3.15 875 conflicting use of facilities 3.48 770
Staff qualifications in
Police patrolling in parks 3.05 921 relevant park management- | 3.16 .688 Environmental education to users | 3.54 .833
related disciplines 6
° Definition of core services or ° sPuO Ilcc:‘re';S ttﬁ: t Ir((j)?ct)lt%r? rof Percentage of park users who feel
3.05 | 1.117 PP €P . 3.16 .688 pleasant because of the natural 3.54 721
themes of parks the educational functions of . d
parks settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
Integration c_)f park planning and 3.05 | 1.099 Funds from the government | 3.16 .688 8 |Regular visitor surveys 3.59 .666
urban planning
Legislation or mission about Definition of core services or
purposes of providing, 3.10 | 1.044 | 9 |Regular visitor surveys 3.17 .924 9 3.60 707
; . themes of parks
9 |protecting and developing parks
Environmental education to Park users’ level of satisfaction
3.10 .944 | 10 |Areas of urban parks 3.21 918 10 |with the aesthetic value of urban 3.63 576

users

parks

(Source: Chan & Marafa, 2006 for 2004 statistics; Chan et al., 2014 for 2012 statistics)
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The best and the poorest performing park indicators over the years are presented in
Tables 16a and 16b respectively. The mean scores in the tables indicate a general increase in
the perceived performance of the park management aspects of about 0.1-0.2 over the years.
Regarding the nature of park attributes, indicator items related to facilities, equipment and
hardware resources were rated higher in 2004 and 2012 (6-7 out of 10 items), but only 4
remained on the 2017 list. However, accessibility to urban parks is considered to have
improved and performed well currently as 3 items are present in 2017: “distance from the
nearest residential area” (ranked 1%), “number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances”
(ranked 4'") and “methods of public transport that are directly linked to the park” (ranked 7").
In 2017, park managers gave the highest performance rating to the aspects of park

accessibility and facility management.

Regarding the ten poorest performing indicators over the years, about half of them
came from internal managerial and institutional aspects such as items related to policy
matters (integration of park planning and urban planning; and policies that identify or support
the promotion of the educational functions of parks). More items in social aspects of user
complaints and perceptions have appeared on the bottom of the performance list according to
park managers.

Apart from separate importance and performance lists, Table 17 provides a matrix
showing the combined view of the importance and performance levels over the three study
years. This matrix is generated through the crossover between the top and bottom ten
indicator items. Observations are drawn on pairs of most/least importance and best/poorest
items in the same year, and factors in the trends across years (these spaces in the table are
shaded). Common items in each year are highlighted in italics. Several observations are

drawn.

Firstly, five indicators have existed in the ten most important and best performing lists.
Within this grid, the “number of checks of facilities” is the most common item to appear over
the years. Nevertheless, the nature of these five indicators changed from complaint-related
items in 2004 to physical features and facilities in 2017. Secondly, no item is found regarding
the crossover of the most important and poorest performing indicators. The first two
observations suggest that park managers have consistently trusted their ability and recognized

their effort in managing their parks so that some of the most important aspects are effectively



addressed. Thirdly, one to two indicators are found overkilled (i.e., exerting much effort to
low importance) in 2012 and 2017 as they were paradoxically the least important and the best
performing indicators. In the current study, the “number of accidents reported” is considered

to be less important and maintained a low level by the managers.

Lastly, some aspects have been ignored by park managers. These aspects are
represented by 6 indicators from 2004, through another 3 indicators in 2012, to 4 indicators in
2017. A gradual decline in the number of this classification implies that park managers have
strengthened their work by either raising their self-expectations or enhancing the performance
of various management aspects. Over the three study years, “the presence of regular visitor
surveys” is a common item that has received the least attention, whereas indicators relevant
to the educational function of urban parks also appears on this low-profile basket, e.g., “the
presence of environmental education to park users” and “policies that identify or support the

promotion of the educational functions of parks.” This issue was also found earlier by Chan

et al. (2015).

These findings reveal that the longitudinal urban park management status in Hong
Kong has moved towards an emphasis on the resource and environmental aspects such as the
physical features and hardware facilities in parks. Over the years, urban park managers have
expressed a belief that they have correctly devoted management practices to those areas
where indicators received both the strongest importance and performance. This may be both a
strength and a weakness. On one hand, urban park managers appear to possess a clear set of
management objectives to enhance park environments, landscaping and other physical
conditions. On the other hand, an indication of successful urban park management may
simply be confined to these controllable or manageable tasks within certain boundaries or

jurisdictions.

This movement leads to a stronger perception of importance and more effort in
improving the performance of these relevant functions of parks as measured by the indicators
in this study. Park managers nowadays have become more reluctant to tackle problems that
are beyond their park’s physical boundary, control and jurisdiction of management. Having a
changing and increasing public expectation as described in the social indicators, park

managers have found themselves experiencing more difficulty in handling complaints, and
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engaging park users and communities, although a few positive examples were recently
observed (e.g., Home Affairs Bureau, 2017; MaD Forum, 2017). These are good signs of the
innovation in the operation-led practice in Hong Kong’s urban parks, which may also be part
of the urban visitor attractions (Konijnendijk et al., 2013). In light of such an opportunity, it is
recommended that urban park management authorities in Hong Kong should break through
bureaucratic structures and their administrative nature. The dominant operative management
approach in Hong Kong seems to be similar to the major constraint of urban parks worldwide
(e.g., Randrup & Persson, 2009). More public and community engagement should be
encouraged to add more elements (e.g., art and creativity, smart recreation and innovative

design, etc.) to urban park settings and management.
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Table 17: Matrix of importance and performance of urban park indicators in Hong Kong in 2004, 2012 and 2017

deterioration

. . . Poorest Poorest Poorest
Common Best performing | Best performing | Best performing N L .
item in 2004 in 2012 in 2017 performing in performing in performing in
2004 2012 2017
ﬁ:orr_]plgmts Seelt Service quality of
ygienic
- contractor Checks of
conditions Checks of facilities
Service quality of fac(iel(; tise: Accidents Funds from the
Most contractor Plav equioment reported in parks government
important in | Checks of mar):a ?al:nZnt and Plp np ¢ Nil Accidents reported | Nil
2004 facilities nag ay equipmen in parks
. maintenance management and
Complaint about C .
- guidelines maintenance
facility damage : deli
Accidents ]EZOT_pIa(ljnt about | guidelines
reported in parks acility damage
Service quality of
contractor
Checks of
facilities o Checks of o
New and existing e il Legislation or
Service quality of | trails or routes . mission about
Most o Play equipment
. . contractor built in parks purposes of . .
important in : management and g, Nil Nil
Checks of Play equipment . providing,
2012 e maintenance .
facilities management and - protecting and
. guidelines .
maintenance developing parks
guidelines
Park facilities
under




Number of lights
for outdoor

Checks of illumination in
facilities the park
Play equipment Complaint about | Checks of
management and | facility damage facilities -
: Cases of facility
maintenance Checks of Number of :
Most idelines facilities edestrian paths and equipment
important in g . : pede P Nil damage Nil
Proportion of soft | Play equipment linking to park
2017 Funds from the
landscape to management and | entrances
: : government
hardware maintenance Play equipment
Cases of facility | guidelines management and
and equipment maintenance
damage guidelines
Number of toilets
within the park
Common Best performing | Best performing | Best performing Poorest N Poorest L Poorest .
item in 2004 in 2012 in 2017 performing in performing in performing in
2004 2012 2017
Areas of urban
parks
. Regular visitor
New and existing
: ) surveys :
trails or routes in . Avreas of urban Environmental
Least Water quality )
: : . parks : : parks education to users
importantin | Nil Area of the park | Air quality -~ o
Number of . Regular visitor Regular visitor
2004 : Environmental
community ducati surveys surveys
events education
programmes

An official citizen
advisory board
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Regular visitor

Regular visitor
surveys
Expenditure on

Regular visitor

Complaint about | Complaint about surveys park maintenance SUIVEYs
Least - - . Policies that
. . facility damage facility damage . Integration of park | and management o
important in . L Nil lanni d urb - identify or support
2012 Types of facilities Types of facilities planning and urban |_30I|c_|es that the promotion of
in parks in parks planning identify or support :
Air qualit the promotion of the educational
quaiity P : functions of parks
the educational
functions of parks
Policies that
identify or support
Park users’ level of | the promotion of
satisfaction with the | the educational
aesthetic value of functions of parks
Complaints about urban parks Number of
Least conflicting use of Accidents Accidents reported | complaints relating
important in | facilities Nil reported in parks Nil in parks to conflicting use of
2017 Accidents P P Policies that facilities
reported in parks identify or support | Environmental

the promotion of
the educational
functions of parks

education to users
Park users’ level of
satisfaction with the
aesthetic value of
urban parks
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Longitudinal change in management focuses

Based on the self-reported importance rating of the responded managers, urban park
management in Hong Kong has demonstrated a prolonged culture of operation dominance
and jurisdiction determination (Jim, 2002; Chan & Marafa, 2006; Tang & Wong, 2008),
which is arguably a consequence of the separation between urban planning and urban park
management (Chan et al., 2015). As a result, it is natural that some aspects that are usually
beyond or only partially under the control of park managers are ranked the lowest. These
aspects include educational functions provided by the parks and those items that are the
reactions or behavior of park users. This is the reason that “the presence of regular visitor
surveys” has been ranked among the lowest indicators throughout the study period (Table 17).
Internal management and hardware facilities are the main concern of the managers, rather
than complaints by park users. This phenomenon not only existed in the early years, but is
reinforced gradually across the period as more REI and less Sl appear at the top of the

importance list.

When comparing the categories of the indicators, several observations are noticeable
in Table 18. Firstly, urban park managers in Hong Kong tend to consider physical features
and the park environment to be more important as there is a significant increase in the
number of top ten important REI items from 2 in 2004 to 6 in 2017. Simultaneously,
management attention devoted to this aspect has led to a higher performance rating with 7
items at the top list. Secondly, park users’ perceptions and attitudes are no longer the main
concerns of the park managers as depicted in the decreasing (increasing) number of top (least)
important indicators for the Sl category. Meanwhile, it is necessary to inspect the reverse
trend in the performance levels of the Sl items (i.e. decreasing best performing and increasing
poorest performing indicators). The reasons behind such a phenomenon can be complicated,
but this was discussed in earlier research as a problem of lacking “responsiveness” to

changing societal needs on the part of park managers (Chan et al., 2015).

Table 18: Changes in indicator categories

Category | 2004 | 2012 | 2017 (trend)
Number of top ten important indicators

MII 5 5 4

REI 2 2 5(1)

Sl 3 3 1(])
Number of least ten important indicators




M| 2 5 2

REI 4 2 4

Sl 4 3 4 (—)
Number of top ten performed indicators

MIlI 3 3 4 (=)

REI 4 4 6 (1)

Sl 3 3 0(])
Number of least ten performed indicators

MII 6 5 5(—)

REI 3 3 1(])

Sl 1 2 41

(Source: Chan & Marafa, 2006 for 2004 statistics; Chan et al., 2014 for 2012 statistics)

In the latest stage-one survey, several managers proposed to add “innovative facilities
or equipment” and “complaints about any insect problems” into the indicator list. Whereas
the latter is caused by the urban environment of a humid and sub-tropical city like Hong
Kong, the former indicator suggests the long-lasting circumstances that the provision of
physical facilities in Hong Kong’s urban parks is characterized by their diversity, density and
resource intensity (Chan et al., 2015). An increasing focus on facility management across the
period (as shown in various REI items in Tables 3a, 4a and 6) is perhaps a reflection of these
park characteristics.

Weaknesses of park management

An overall rise in the self-evaluated mean scores represents an increasing managerial
satisfaction with the performance of park management work. Although such self-evaluation
may not necessarily indicate a real improvement in park conditions, the perceived overkill in
specific indicator items, which is “the number of reported accidents in parks” in this case,
may expect a decline in management effort and resources when tackling this aspect in the
future. Urban park managers tend to concentrate on excelling in their ability to provide and
improve the hardware facilities and physical environments in parks, as the five most highly
important performing indicators show in the corresponding grid of Table 17. The indicator,

b

“checks of facilities,” is the one that consistently appears to be of top importance on the
performance list throughout the study period. These aspects may become key indicators of

the successful and sustainable urban park management in the long term (Harnik, 2003).

The self-reported performance levels in the areas of REI (more items in the highest

performance) and SI (more items in the poorest performance) imply the current difficulties in
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managing urban parks. Park managers reveal their lack of ability to tackle public recreational
complaints and conflicts within park areas. An example is a sharply falling performance of
“the number of complaints about conflicting use of facilities” by park users from the 7%
ranking in 2004 to the 36" in 2017. In Table 17, the four least important-poorest performing
indicators in the areas of education function and users’ satisfaction highlight the weaknesses

of park management in Hong Kong.

Another concern about the perceived least importance of “innovation” in urban park
management requires attention. “Access to wireless internet in the park™ receives the lowest
importance score. As the most connected city globally (GfK, 2017), most government
premises including major parks and recreational facilities are equipped with wireless internet
(GovHK, 2017), but park managers generally consider such services to be unimportant as the
use of smartphones has widely spread among the majority of citizens. Furthermore, the
“availability of innovative facilities or equipment” was ranked as the 2" least important and
the 3™ poorest performing indicator. The concept of smart parks and recreation has been
widely recognized as a global trend of innovative and creative development (Krafcik, 2016;
City of Cape Town, 2017; City Parks Blog. 2017; Dellner, 2017). The findings in this study
reveal that innovation is relatively weak in Hong Kong park management nowadays,
although the government has attempted to promote new elements (e.g., Home Affairs Bureau,

2017) and locally initiated ideas in urban parks (e.g., MaD Forum, 2017).

Public funding for urban parks

“Funding from the government” is an indicator experiencing a drastic change in the
perception of importance by park managers over the years. This item has ranked on the most
important list in 2004 and 2017, which suggests that public funding is an indispensable
source of financial support and a major resource for park management. The 2012 survey,
however, had an exception, when park managers rated this indicator the least important-
poorest performance, implying an uncontrollable and insufficient provision of government
support at that time. Unlike some other cases overseas, e.g., Central Park in New York City
(Central Park Conservancy, 2017), urban parks in Hong Kong do not rely on private funding
or donations, but instead depend on outsourcing arrangements that often cause quality control
issues (Lindholst, 2009; Bretzer et al., 2016; Leiren et al., 2016). This is regarded as the
traditional “national park model” of management (Takyi & Seidel, 2017), which may impose
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a threat in funding security, low priority and lack of community engagement to advance the
governance and management of urban parks (Herrmann et al., 2000; Pauleit, 2003; McCann,
2009; Peter Neal Consulting and Community First Partnership, 2016; Moore, 2017) in

addition to an observable slow pace of park provision in Hong Kong (Tan et al., 2013).
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Results and Discussions 3

In response to Research Objective 4: To understand the condition of urban parks in Hong
Kong through an integration of the respective importance and performance of the indicators

from the park managers’ and park users’ perspectives.

I-P Analysis of urban park condition based on park users

I-P Analysis is a method to integrate the respective importance and performance of
the indicators. The use of I-P Analysis was introduced in the Methodology section above. The
method applied in the 2004 study (Chan, 2006) and the current project, using the importance
and performance ratings of park users. The I-P spots on the graphs were based on the mean
scores of importance and performance but took the categorical average of the components of
urban park management generated by the PCA (e.g., Table 9 of the current study). This
represents that only the core indicators from the park user surveys were entered into the
analysis. The axes that separated the I-P graph into four zones were drawn by taking the
overall means of the importance (vertical axis) and performance (horizontal axis) levels

accordingly.

The I-P graph of the 2004 park user study is provided in Figure 5a. In this study, there
were ten components of urban park management extracted from the PCA. All the components
fell into either the “threat” (concentrate here) or “weakness” (low priority) zones. Seven
components in the threat zone required immediate actions for improvement while another
three in the weakness zone were of low priority as perceived by park users. As a result, it was
believed that the urban park provision and conditions at that time were not in an overall

satisfactory status.
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Figure 5a: I-P Analysis based on park users’ responses in 2004 study

(Remarks: Axes scaled by binary minimum and maximum values)
(Source: Chan, 2006)

The park users’ I-P graph of the current research is provided in Figure 5b. In this
study, there were eight components of urban park management extracted from the PCA as
shown in Table 9. Half (four) of the components are situated in the weakness (low priority)
zone with both relatively low levels of importance and performance. One component
(diversified and accessible park environment) falls in the threat zone. Nevertheless,
accessibility and openness of park is a strength considered by park user respondents. Another
component (users’ complaints about park environment) is located at the margin of threat and

opportunity areas.

As a longitudinal comparison of park users’ view, Six components in the current park

users’ research are considered replicated or similar to the components in the 2004 study.
Three of them, however, still locate in undesirable zones. “Community and education events”

(the former “education function”) retains as weakness; “facility maintenance and staff
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management” (the former “facilities and environment” and “staff management™) and “users’
reactions to park facilities” (the former users’ satisfaction with facilities) change from threats
to weaknesses. Marginally, “users’ complaints about park environment” (the former “users’
complaints about park resources”) changed from threat to a direction towards opportunity

Zone.

Positively, “accessibility and openness of park” (the former ‘“accessibility to park
usage and information”) improved from weakness to strength given a rise in its performance.
Moreover, “safety and security” (replicated the former component) moved from weakness
zone to an opportunity, signaling its improvement in both importance and performance. Two
new components are identified in the current research, namely, “diversified and accessible
park environment” and “smart park environment”; but they are rated in threat and weakness
zone respectively. In the 2004 study, three distinctive components are no longer found in the

29 ¢

current project: “park finance”, “park usage” and “planning and management policies”.

Comparing the two I-P graphs of 2004 and 2017, the urban park management status
tends to improve over the period although many of the components of park management still
situates in an unhealthy status (as either weakness or threat). Some aspects changed from
threats to weaknesses, which do not necessarily a more desirable movement lead by an
improved performance level but may imply a decline in the importance level. Nevertheless,
this conclusion is arguably valid because the components under investigation are different
under different sets of responses and the subsequent PCA results. The changes of the
composition of each component may also affect the interpretation of its nature.
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Importance-Performance (IP) Analysis
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Figure 5b: I-P Analysis based on park users’ responses in 2017 (this project)



I-P Analysis of urban park condition based on park managers

Due to a small sample size of less than 30 responses, the data collected from urban
park manager surveys were not statistically analyzed. Consequently, no PCA could be
conducted to extract the core components of urban park management. The I-P Analysis for
park managers’ ratings on importance and performance levels were thus based on the
components generated from the user survey, i.e., the eight components in Table 9. Similar
approach was adopted in the 2004 study (Chan, 2006), which produced the I-P graph in
Figure 6a.

The I-P graph of the 2004 park managers’ study is provided in Figure 6a, which took
the ten components of urban park management extracted from the PCA of park user survey.
Nine out of all ten components fell into either the “threat” (concentrate here) or “weakness”
(low priority) zones. Five components in the threat zone required immediate actions for
improvement while another four in the weakness zone were of low priority as perceived by
park managers. This shows that park managers had perceived a slightly fewer aspects of park
management as threats or having high importance but poor performance than how park users
had perceived. One component, “users’ complaints about park resources”, was classified as
strength by park managers although most of the components were in an undesirable condition.
They had suggested a desirable status of handling these complaints; however, park users still

rated a much lower level of performance and thus the item fell into the threat zone.

The park manager-park user contrast in the 2004 study was relatively mild. Except the
abovementioned strength (managers) versus threat (users) difference in the perception of
“users’ complaints about park resources”, most of such similar discrepancies were between
the zones of weakness and threat. For instance, the components, “users’ satisfaction with park
facilities” and “facilities and environment” were perceived by park managers as weaknesses
but park users as threats. This represents that park users would like a more concentration of
effort in these two aspects whereas park managers considered them a lower priority. The
“park usage” component appeared in opposite, i.e., having a higher importance level by park

managers than that of users.

The park managers’ I-P graph of the current research is provided in Figure 6b. Half
(four) of the components are situated either in the weakness (low priority) or the threat

(concentrate here) zone. The park managers believe that “facility maintenance and staff



management” is the component in the opportunity zone that represents a high standard of
work. Three other components (“safety and security”, “users’ complaints about park
environment” and ‘“‘accessibility and openness of park™) are already advantageous and

possibly “overkill” areas.

As a longitudinal comparison of park managers’ view, out of the six replicated or

similar components between the two studies, two of them still locate in an undesirable zone.
“Users’ reactions to park facilities” (the former users’ satisfaction with facilities) retains as
weakness; “community and education events” (the former “education function”) changed
from threat to weakness. More positive signs are discovered in managers’ perspective:
“accessibility and openness of park” (the former “accessibility to park usage and
information”) improved from weakness to strength; “users’ complaints about park
environment” (the former ‘“users’ complaints about park resources”) and “safety and
security” (replicated the former component) changed from threats to strengths; and “facility
maintenance and staff management” (the former “facilities and environment” and “staff
management”) also moved to an opportunity zone. The two news components (“diversified
and accessible park environment” and “smart park environment”) again perceived by park

managers as threat and weakness respectively.

For an inter-group (managers versus users) comparison, “accessibility and openness

of park” and “safety and security” are the two components commonly rated as strengths by
both respondent groups. However, two other components have contrasting views by the
groups: “facility maintenance and staff management” (opportunity by park managers but
threat by park users) and “users’ complaints about park environment” (strength by park
managers but a marginal case of threat or opportunity by park users). “Diversified and
accessible park environment” is the only component with a shared view of requiring

immediate improvement by both managers and users.
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Figure 6a: 1-P Analysis based on park managers’ responses in 2004 study

(Remarks: Axes scaled by binary minimum and maximum values)
(Source: Chan, 2006)
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Importance-Performance (IP) Analysis
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Figure 6b: I-P Analysis based on park managers’ responses in 2017 (this project)



Apart from the I-P Analyses presented above, Table 19 summarizes the responses to
park management conditions from Stage 4 survey on park managers. A total of eight
managers responded to the questionnaire in this stage (coded as M401-M408). Several
aspects of the current urban park management are revealed in Table 19. First, regarding the
percentage of time and budget that are spent on park management and maintenance, the
responded park managers have generally spent 50-80% of time and 50-60% of budget for
management work in their own understanding and interpretation. On the contrary, the
respondents have spent 30-50% of both time and budget for daily maintenance. The total
percentages of (management and maintenance) time and budget are not necessarily 100% (the
italic items). These findings suggest that park managers have believed that they engage more
in management than in maintenance although most of the major tasks for a Senior Leisure

Manager and a Leisure Manager (park manager) are administration and operation dominance:

Senior Leisure Manager’s daily routine:
1. Sign documents (including leave approval, quotation, staff working schedule and
other letters)
2. Check with colleagues about working progress and schedule
3. Prepare returns and reports to supervisor
4. Conduct site inspection (i.e., parks under his jurisdiction)
5. (Ad-hoc) Answer telephone enquiry
Leisure Manager (Park manager)’s daily routine
1. Conduct site inspection
. Answer enquiries on phone or walk-in users

Prepare documents to senior officers

2
3
4. Check and sign working schedule for frontline staff
5. Design park recreation programmes

6. Deal with contractors (security, landscaping, cleaning) to monitor their work
7

Other ad-hoc duties assigned by headquarters

Regarding the financial support from the government, this indicator is rated the most
important indicator by park managers in Stage 2 (Table 10), while the responded managers in
Stage 4 largely agree (4 out of 8 managers) that there are “sufficient budget for the upkeep of
park quality” (Question 3). In the past three years, urban parks in Hong Kong had partly
received more financial resources (3 out of 8 managers; Question 4a) although another 3



managers stated an unchanged financial condition (Question 4b). In the next three years,
urban parks in Hong Kong are expected to receive an increasing public funding (5 out of 8

managers).

In connection, manpower provision in terms of staff number had a negative condition
in the past three years as most of the managers expressed a “decrease” and “no change” over
the period (7 out of 8 managers; Question 4c). Only one manager expects an increase in staff

provision in the next three years, but 7 managers (Question 4d) believe it no change.

Regarding the long-term management and sustainability of urban parks, Question 3
verifies the knowledge of the responded park managers about the availability of a strategic
plan for urban park management and development in LCSD. Two managers have an
affirmative answer, one has a negative response but most of the other managers do not realize
the existence of such strategic plan. Another two indicators measure the perceived overall
quality of urban parks in the past three years (Question 4e) and the next three years (Question
4f). The results show that the respondents mostly have a very positive view on an improved
park quality in Hong Kong, where 6 out of 8 managers agree upon an increase in quality in
the past three years and 7 managers consider the quality enhancement will continue in the

next three years.

Lastly, Question 5a understands if urban park management in Hong Kong and the
managers’ respective parks have had the involvement of any local community, park user
group or organization. Most (6 out of 8 managers) of the respondent do not experience such

public or stakeholder involvement although the remaining 2 have an affirmative answer.

These results suggest some positive status (e.g., a perceived greater degree of
management than maintenance, an increase in available budget, park quality improvement),
problems of sustainable park management (e.g., lack of recognized strategic plan for parks,
staff shortage, lack of public and stakeholder involvement) and uncertainty (e.g., disparity in

the long-term supply of public funding) among some urban park managers in Hong Kong.
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Table 19: Summary of responses to park management conditions from Stage 4 survey on park managers

Question or aspect

Code of Park managers

M401 M402 M403 M404 M405 M406 M407 M408
(1a) Management time 70% 50% 70% 20% 60% 80% 50% 60%
(1b) Maintenance time 30% 50% 30% 10% 30% 20% 50% 60%
(1a) Management budget 10% 50% 65% 10% 60% 60% 50% 60%
(1b) Maintenance budget 90% 50% 35% 30% 50% 40% 50% 60%
(2) Existence of strategic plan for urban Yes Unknown Yes No Unknown | Unknown Unknown | Unknown
parks in LCSD
(3) Sufficient budget for the upkeep of park Unknown | Unknown Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
quality
(4a) Budget change in past 3 years No change | Unknown Unknown | No change | Increase Increase Increase No change
(4b) Expected budget change in next 3 years | No change Increase Increase No change | Increase Increase Unknown Increase
(4c) Number of staff in past 3 years No change | Nochange | Unknown | Nochange | Decrease | Nochange | Nochange | No change
(4d) Expected number of staff in next 3 No change | Nochange | Nochange | Nochange | Unknown | No change | No change Increase
years
(4e) Overall quality of park in past 3 years No change Increase Unknown Increase Increase Increase Increase Increase
(4f) Expected overall quality of park in next | No change Increase Increase Increase Increase Increase Increase Increase
3 years
(5a) Involvement of any local community, Yes No No Yes No No No No

park user group or organization

(Remarks: The total percentages of (management and maintenance) time and budget are not necessarily 100%)




Strength, Weakness, Opportunity and Threat (SWOT) Analysis of urban park conditions in
Hong Kong

Lastly, Questions 1 to 4 in Stage 1 interviews with urban park managers and
academics asked about their comments on any strength, weakness, opportunity and threat of
the urban parks in Hong Kong or the park under a manager’s jurisdiction. The answers of
these four questions are summarized and interpreted as a textual SWOT analysis as presented
below. The codes in the brackets (e.g., SO1 denotes a scholar and M101 denotes a park
manager) represent a certain respondent but all of them have kept anonymity regardless of
whether they agree to disclose their identities or not. Shared opinions are grouped in one
bullet point whereas similar opinions are categorized into a specific aspect. Classification of
SWOT is determined by the nature of the aspects.

Strengths

e Physical environment and facilities of parks
o Non-exclusive public areas (S01) and lawn (S01, M105) for every user
o Children-friendly environment (S01, M114, M116)
o Diversified and well-equipped recreational facilities and services (S02, S07, S08,
M101, M102, M103, M105, M106, M107, M110, M114, M115, M116, M117, M118,
M119) that meet international standard (M105)
o Landscaping and green spaces for the public (M110, M112, M115, M116)

e Programs or activities in parks
o Environmental education for the public, e.g., school field trips and activities (S02,
M116), guided tours (M103, M106, M107) and classes (M105)
o Diversified programs and activities in parks, e.g., community garden, nurseries (M103,
M105), art and culture (M106, M107)

e Multiple benefits to park users and local communities
o Enhancement of users’ relaxation (S01, S03, M105) and benefits to health (S01)
o Mediator for urban heat island effect and micro-climate (S02)
o Focus on different community uses (S03)
o Multiple functions brought by high intensity of park usage (S05, S06, S09)
o Functions for diversified groups of park users (S01), e.g., different age groups (M114,
M117) or users in different periods of the day (M117)

e Characteristics of parks and special features

o Parks with unique and special characteristics, e.g., built upon original topography (S01),
romantic venues for couples (S01), small parks or sitting-out areas in the neighborhood
(S03), rural or garden style in some parks (M101, M102)

o Distinctive park theme, e.g., Qing dynastic style (M103), garden-style, cycling, boat
and wood (M114)

o Landscapes, gardens, green or natural elements (S05, M101, M102, M103, M114,
M111); vegetation as a habitat of wildlife (S02, M114)

o Convenient locations or high accessibility (S07, S08, M108, M109, M110, M113)
supported by efficient public transport (M120)

o Free admission (M108)




e Park management
o Experienced and professional officials responsible for facility and tree management
(M104, M117); shared daily maintenance work across different units and contractors
(M115), e.g., safety assurance overseen by another team — Technical Unit (M104)
o Headquarter coordinates the promotion of park themes to keep the consistency and
characteristics of different parks (M104)

Weaknesses

e Outdated vision

o Strong controlling mentality by the authority that has a preconception of how park users
should enjoy the park and how parks should be provided (S01)

o Low tolerance to prohibited activities in a labelled space for designated use; lack of
knowledge or ambition for improvement; lack of behavioural study to understand park
users (S06, S08)

o Outdated rules decades ago without forward-looking vision of the changing city (S08,
M119)

e Over-regulated
o Too many rules and regulations (S01, S02, S04, S06, S08, S09, M110, M111, M112,
M115, M116), e.g., pets (SO01, S04, SO7), limited activities on lawn (S06, S07, M110),
and physical barriers, e.g., unnecessary fences (S06)
o Limit to users’ activities due to administrative purpose, ease of maintenance (S02, S06)
or safety concern (M108, M112); no flexibility (S06, M110)

¢ Failure to satisfy changing demand and society

o Standardized or homogeneous design of park facilities without making references with
Census data, population structure and district’s characteristics (S02)

o Facilities and equipment fail to cater different groups of park users (502, S03, M105,
M119); lack of diversity (S08, S09)

o Lack of thematic promotion to park users or local residents across districts (M118)

o Park design is principally for ornamental purposes and lack of innovation (S06); lack of
diversity in playground equipment and adventurous elements (M118)

e Problematic park planning

o Lack of “informal” public space in parks that encourages socializing activities (S04);
disconnection between urban parks, and between parks and their neighborhood street
networks (S04); lack of proper signage to direct people to the park (M101, M102)
Small park size due to high density development (S05, M106, M107, M111)
Not landscape-oriented nor innovative (S06); too facility-oriented (S07)
Unclear themes of parks (S02, M118)
Limited species of trees and shrubs (M111), which are dispersedly located (M117)
Parks separated by external facilities, e.g., cycling tracks (M114)

O O O O O

e Land use and user conflicts
o Conflicts among different land uses, i.e., trade-off between larger park area and
commercial complexes (S02)
o Conflicts between different types of park users (M112, M115), park users and local
residents about issues of noise and nuisance (M120)
o High density surrounding environment (M113)

e Management and maintenance issues
o Ineffective management causing safety and security problems (S01), poor hygienic
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conditions (S07) and deteriorating facilities (M103, M119)

o Difficulty in lawn and path maintenance due to heavy use (S01, M101, M102, M103,
M105)

o Low service quality due to unreliable and changing outsourced service contractors
(M103)

e Staff matters

o High training cost and loss of experienced staff in park management due to posting and
turnover (M103, M104, M109)

o Conflicts between LCSD and outsourced service contractors (M103); outcome-based
maintenance by contractors in terms of landscaping, security and cleaning that causes
labour shortage (M110)

o Insufficient and inexperienced frontline staff (M103, M117, M118)

o Diversified areas of services causing inability of staff to maintain high standard of
service (M117)

Opportunities

e New and multiple functions of parks

o Urban environmental education (S02)

o Experts for vegetation choices and develop ecological corridors (S02)

o More functions of parks, e.g., landscaping, urban farm, community events, voluntary
work for the elderly, film shooting, etc. (503, M106, M107, M119)

o More community events in parks, e.g., festivals, local markets and concerts, etc. (S04,
S05, M110, M117, M119)

o Create attractiveness to park users (M109)

e Improvement in vision, park planning and management

o Reference to foreign examples of green roof and podium garden research (S02)

o Emphasize on “livable city” and “linking landscape and community” in the vision
(S03)

o Improved connections between urban parks, green spaces or other public open spaces,
e.g., promenade (S03)

o Community-based or bottom-up park planning and design such as the examples of
North Point ferry pier (S06)

o Relief of the restrictions on activities for more possibilities of park users and greater
flexibility for park staff (M105, M108)

o More interesting, colourful and innovative design and facilities (M108, M110)

o More attention to leisure and cultural services by the government (M112)

e More diversified groups of park users
o More guided tours to schools and hobby groups (M101, M102)
o More activities by photography enthusiasts attracted by the promotion of seasonal
flowers and vegetation (M101, M102, M118)
o More Mainland Chinese and other inbound visitors (M114)
o Sudden rise in number of park users after media report on the park environment or
special events (M115, M118)

Threats

¢ Narrower park management vision and actions
o Consideration of effectiveness, performance and administrative ease rather than
ecological compatibility when planting trees (S02)
o Narrower vision on park management to a facility-provider or recreation event-designer
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(S03, S06)
o Prohibition of users’ activities to reduce number of complaints (M105)

Park users’ impacts and higher expectation
o More serious conflicts of interests among diverse ethnic groups (S02) that cannot be
resolved (M105, M112)
o Overuse and overcrowding of urban parks (S02, S06, M101, M102, M103, M104,
M105, M117, M118, M119), sometimes even by inbound visitors and citizens from
other districts (M103, M106, M107), schools (M105, M114)

o Unexpected increase in number of inbound visitors (M106, M107)

o Increasing complaints about small park size (S07) and prohibition of certain activities
(M105)

o More public enquiries and complaints due to better knowledge, greater awareness of

and larger media coverage (M104, M119)

Urban land use pressure
o Development and land use pressure, e.g., road widening, MTR construction, etc. (SO1,
S06, S07, S08, S09, M116)
o Growing tree roots occupying more underground spaces, which cause cracks of
pavement or breakage of underground structure (M114); tree cover constrains the
availability of open spaces (M113)

Privatization of parks and public spaces
o Privatization of public spaces (S01, S07)
o Imbalance between private development and social interests (S04)

Lack of sustainability consideration

o Lack of strategy and urban planning to preserve sufficient spaces for urban parks (S02,
S09); many new small parks are fragmented (S03)

o Frequency and efficiency of maintenance is not sufficiently high to keep the quality of
park equipment and facilities (S05, M114), especially deterioration of large number of
facilities built in late 1980s and early 1990s under current resource and manpower
constraints (M109, M115, M120)

o Lack of long-term manpower planning and over-reliance on contractors (M110), such
as tree and landscape management professionals (M112)
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Conclusion

This project is well completed with three parts of results that achieved the four
research objectives. First, this project characterized and developed a set of indicators for
urban park management in Hong Kong based on two-staged process of screening and ratings
by urban park managers, academics and park users accordingly. The resultant 24 core
indicators of three categories (MIl, REI and Sl) in Table 9 are the main research outcome.
The DSR framework recommends further categorization and organization of the indicators,

and provides a method of sustainable park management for the park authority, i.e., the LCSD.

Secondly, this project examined the park managers’ and park users’ perceptions of
urban park management in Hong Kong based on the levels of importance and performance of
the indicators. The similarities and discrepancies of the importance and performance ratings
between the two respondent groups are apparent by parallel observation and comparison. In
terms of the three categories of indicators, park managers and park users consider the
importance and performance of various aspects of urban parks very differently (Table 12).
The project compared the views between the park managers and park users on the urban park
indicators in Hong Kong. Based on park users’ importance rating, the analysis generated
eight components of urban park management in Hong Kong that are comparatively more
sophisticated than some previous proposed structures in the United States (Table 13). In
Hong Kong, two newly discovered components (diversified and accessible park environment,
and smart recreation environment) form another two dimensions of urban park management

that are associated with other six dimensions as perceived by the sample of park users.

Separate longitudinal analyses also reveal the changing perceptions of park managers
(through a matrix of importance and performance of indicators in 2004, 2012 and 2017 in
Table 17) and park users (through statistical (i.e., 2-sample t test, KS test and Wilcoxon rank)
comparison of ratings on importance and performance levels of indicator items between 2004
and 2017 in Table 14). Overall, park managers have experienced a higher self-expectation of
satisfying user demand over the years and a much improved performance in facility
maintenance, resource provision and park environment; but still find it difficult to achieve a
higher user satisfaction. Park users are still requesting further improvement in various aspects

of park conditions but generally agree with an improvement of urban parks in Hong Kong.
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Thirdly, this project utilized IPA of the indicators and their associated components to
understand the condition of urban parks in Hong Kong from the park managers’ and park
users’ perspectives. Separately for park managers and park users (especially the former
group), their perceived urban park conditions have been improved over the years. Some
components have moved from a less desirable zone (e.g., in the grid of weaknesses or threats)
to a more positive status such as strengths or opportunities. For manager-user comparison,
“accessibility and openness of park” and “safety and security” are the two strongest
components commonly rated as strengths by both groups although “diversified and accessible
park environment” is the component requiring immediate improvement as viewed by both
managers and users. Some marginal or contrasting aspects are observed such as “facility

maintenance and staff management” and “users’ complaints about park environment”.

Significance of Project Outcome

This research provides an empirical reference that develops a set of indicators to
improve urban park management in Hong Kong. Through the combination of inputs from
park management, scholarly and user perspectives, the indicators become a feasible tool
grounded on the site-based conditions, local knowledge of parks and landscape-related
subjects and the expectation of park users. The composition of the core indicators is based on

the empirical findings from user ratings.

This study contributes significantly to the contemporary knowledge basis of park
management, especially in a non-Western type of parkland but an urban park system very
much demanded by citizens in a compact metropolis. The preliminary indicator set from a
collection of mainly park researchers and cases from developed territories offers a
consolidation of tools for the implementation in park- or city-specific contexts. This study
fills a research gap in such urban setting where demand on parks, recreational conflicts and

resource depletion all impose a greater challenge to park authorities than many other cities.

As operation dominance is a large problem that hinders a healthy and sustainable
long-term planning and management of urban parks (Randrup & Persson, 2009), this study
understands the key components of urban park management from the perspective of park

users. Comparison between studies observes a gradual paradigm shift and territorial
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difference in park management focuses perceived by users. What should be further explored
are the underlying reasons of such change in expectation and perception. In addition, the
performance of indicators was not presented in this paper, but they can further represent the

perceptions of different actors and reflect the conditions of urban parks in Hong Kong.

Suggested areas for further study

Several areas are suggested for extending the scope and depth of the project. First,
further in-depth investigation is necessary to understand the expectation and changing
perceptions of urban park users qualitatively. Instead of sampling park users using
questionnaire-based survey extensively, some frequent users may be interviewed and
observed by researchers. More rationale behind their selection and concerns about park
indicators or relevant management aspects may be discovered through collating their stories

and analyzing their narratives.

Second, this project only solicits the views and ratings of urban park managers
collectively in addition to individual interviews but the responses are voluntary-based. The
organizational structure and networks between different ranks of urban park managers and
officers are not thoroughly studied. It is constructive and important to examine such networks
in individual parks or the whole urban park system as reported in Paul, Jordan & Nagendra
(2017). More expected findings of interactions between park officials and staff, as well as

stakeholders will be revealed to inform the decision making and governance of public parks.

Third, geographical location differences may be identified and studied further to
understand how appropriate the core indicators can be adopted and site-specific indicators
can be selected for particular district or area in Hong Kong. The current data in Stage 2 only
contains six selected major parks in Hong Kong although they are largely representative
parks of different attributes such as history, locations and sizes.

Limitations of the project

A major limitation of this paper lies in the primary consideration of park users in
indicator rating and extraction. The generation of core indicators tends to hold an emphasis
on user perspective though the process has also sufficiently engaged the indicator selection

and screening by park managers and academics. The researchers’ interpretations and

91



understanding of the indicators and the itemized questionnaire for park user survey may
impose certain subjectivity to the result even such simplicity of questions is necessary to
allow respondents of varied background to understand the items. Another shortcoming refers
to the difficulty of providing a comprehensive set of preliminary indicators before screening.
It is extremely difficult if not impossible to collect all cases of park globally. The literature

review, nevertheless, has covered a wide range of studies on urban park management.

The small number of park managers participating in this study imposed an analytical
constraint, although almost all major urban parks in Hong Kong were represented. It is
difficult to include directorate representatives to provide their personal views so that the
perspective of park management leadership is challenging to understand. However, further
research should be promoted to compare the importance and performance perceptions
between park management staff and park users, as such an investigation may reveal possible
management-user gaps and inform decision-makers about opportunities for community

participation in urban park operations and areas for improvement.
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Policy Implications and Recommendations

Policy relevance

The proposed project generated an indicator set that can become a monitoring tool of
urban park operation when the authority selects useful indicators in some pilot sites. The
project is therefore of high policy relevance and constructive to urban park management in

Hong Kong.

In many other countries, especially in developed ones, such indicators have proven to
be a useful monitoring and assessment instrument in park management. Large-scale
assessments of public parks in these advanced countries have confirmed the importance of
the continuous monitoring of park aspects as standards for and benchmarks of park
sustainability. Indicators may continue to be useful yardsticks for identifying changes in the
perceptions of management, but unfortunately these indicators have not yet been widely and
systematically adopted in Hong Kong’s urban parks. Instead, park management in Hong
Kong is largely administration-based. It often faces the disadvantages of resource constraints,
increasing user expectation, shortage of expertise, and the lack of longitudinal information
about different park aspects.

Over the years, Hong Kong urban park management has concentrated on internal
managerial routine and facility-related tasks. Managers continued to bestow effort on the
provision and maintenance of park facilities. They were concerned not merely with
complaints from park users but also with a wider perspective of visitor management, such as
satisfaction levels and user preferences. The comparative study on park managers between
2004 and 2012 (Chan et al., 2014) revealed the managers’ efforts and self-expectations on
park improvement. They were, however, restrained by administrative work and jurisdiction.
There appeared to be no significant innovations in assisting the progress in park management
practices. Consequently, managers were less able to proactively engage either in park
planning or in interactions with park users. In parallel, apart from piecemeal academic studies
on park visitors, there was a huge information gap relating to user perception of the park

condition.
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In the light of these problems, this project built upon previous research by a more
thorough inspection of park management condition. The outcome was a framed set of
indicators that may well be applied, measured and compared in the major local parks. Some
indicators may also be applied in smaller urban green spaces managed by various government
departments or units (e.g., LCSD, Home Affairs Department, Housing Authority, etc.). These
indicators can be structured in line with a sustainability (e.g., the Driving Force-State-

Response (DSR)) framework for practical application by the management authorities.

Policy recommendations

Two steps are recommended to facilitate the applicability of the research outcomes.
Firstly, the function of the indicators can be enhanced by a well-established organization of
parameters based on, for example, functional attributes of parks (van Herzele & Wiedemann,
2003; Campbell, Svendsen, Sonti & Johnson, 2016), a sustainability framework linking the
ecosystem process in parks (Chan & Marafa, 2008), and triple-bottom line of sustainability
(Torres-Delgado & Palomeque, 2005; Zavrl & Zeren, 2010).

The DSR organization introduced earlier is one of the ideas that fit in the above
sustainability issue. The framework in Figure 7 is an example of how the 24 core indicators
from the study are inter-connected and linked to the sustainable management of the park.
Each aspect, i.e., driving force, state and response, represent a track of how the park
conditions may change, whereas the MIl, REI and Sl categories classify the indicators into

corresponding areas.

As seen in Figure 7, driving force indicators show the impacts on the condition of
urban parks which may have both positive and negative effects. These indicators may have
their own starting conditions or are indeed affected by the feedback of the responses
(response aspect and its indicators) derived by management actions. State of the parks is
reflected in the form of available resources, environmental quality and social situation. These
can be measured by some indicators that reveal the effect of driving-force items. Any change
in these items may also lead to the change in the state aspect, providing an accurate
inspection of the linkage between indicators. There is often no item from the MII category as
management action or practice is usually the result of changing state rather than the state

itself. Finally, response indicators are mainly related to the actions or perception of individual
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or collective groups of park users, and the decisions of park management authority. These
indicators can comprise of regulatory measures, environmental or research expenditure,
public opinions and preference, change in management strategies and provision of

environmental information.

Although DSR framework was adopted and well-recognized in the context of
sustainable development of a global scale, it can also be applicable in an urban park system
that requires improvements and sustainability. Park managers can monitor the state indicators
and chase the problems, or improve the performance of indicators. For instance, as a safety
indicator, the number of accidents is increased substantially. Park manager can examine the
causes by referring to the related indicators such as the complaints of park visitors on
conflicting use of facilities, the number of patrolling trips of the policemen passing through
the park, or number of community events in the recent period. Park managers can therefore
become easier to supervise the park condition in both medium and long term. Such
sustainability framework can contribute to the urban park management. Nevertheless, the
success of sustainable management depends on the effectiveness of implementation and

continuous monitoring.

Classification of indicators into the above three categories may sometimes be vague
since response indicators can reveal the feedback or actions caused by changes in the state
indicators, but may simultaneously become a driving force that modifies the state of the parks
in return. It is therefore important for park managers to understand the nature and use of

indicators so as to accurately examine any change in parks.

Secondly, decision makers who adopt the indicator set have to consider the
applicability of core and site-specific indicators. Since each urban park may possess specific
inventory, characteristics and themes, the development of specific indicators for each park is
a potential area that needs further study. The practical specifications of indicator selection at
each site also require a thorough process of decision (Torres-Delgado & Palomeque, 2005).
In such process, an active involvement of different actors is strongly encouraged as what has
been recently observed in Hong Kong, a pioneer initiative of community and citizen

participation in park management (Make A Difference Institute, 2017).
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DRIVING FORCE STATE RESPONSE

Information 1

Resource and environmental indicators Resource and environmental indicators Resource and environmental indicators

o Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances
e Percentage of open area within the park

e Distance from the nearest residential area
o Number of facilities for disabled people
o Number of types of facilities in the park o Number and population of typical faunal
o Availability of innovative facilities or and floral species

equipment o Number of reported crimes in the park
o Access to wireless internet in the park o Number of accidents reported in the park

o Area of the park
o Density of trees within the park

Positive or negative

pressure
Information

Social indicators

o Presence of user assessment of favorite and least favorite park

}
}

facilities
Social indicators Social indicators ) o o
Managerial and institutional indicators
© Number of community events in the park e Number of complaints relating to o
o Number of environmental education conflicting use of facilities * Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications

related to ecology, environmental management, landscape
architecture or other park management-related disciplines
o Number of checks of facilities and play equipment

programs or activities provided to park e Number of complaints by park users that
users relate to facility and equipment damage

1
1

o Number of reported case or complaints > : :
Institutional and managerial indicators 8 about any insect problem 2 & | *Number of security guards on duty in the park
e Number of opening hours per day 5 e Number of complaints about hygienic é 2
. o .
o Presence of play equipment management 2 conditions 2|
and maintenance guidelines =5
Institutional and managerial indicators g K]
S D
(No indicator) 32
f Societal responses (Decisions — Actions)

Figure 5: DSR Framework and indicators for sustainable urban park management
(Source: Modified from Chan & Marafa, 2008)



Based on the research findings, and the comments or opinions provided by expert
interviewees (academics, Question 5 in Stage 1; and park managers, Question 7 in Stage 1

and Question 10 in Stage 4), the following recommendations are also put forward:

1. Two foremost important and urgent improvements that drive the sustainability of urban
park management in Hong Kong are about human resources and physical facilities: (i) to
provide sufficient consistent and experienced manpower for urban park management
(M107, M109, M114, M115, M401, M402, M404); (ii) to provide quality park
environments and facilities (M109, M112, M113, M120, M403, M406, M407, M408).

2. Thematization of urban parks allows more distinctive characteristics and features of each
park (M101, M102).

3. Promotion of environmental education and greening concept to the public can be
facilitated by urban parks (M103), and apply sustainability practices such as recycle and
natural processes replacing artificial settings in the parks (M119, S06).

4. Financial resources that support the expansion, renovation or other relevant construction
work in urban parks may be diversified to other sources, e.g., part of the facilities or
equipment may be provided by District Councils with agreed sustainable maintenance,
especially for those parks that are lacking resources (M108).

5. Top management of the LCSD (relevant directorate and senior officers in leisure branch)
and lower-level frontline park managers should have more relevant qualifications and
direct experience in understanding park conditions (M109, M112). More training on
specific areas such as tree and landscape management, ecology, sports, leisure and
recreation management, etc. are more important than training on customer services and
administration (M112, M115).

6. Planning, design and management of urban parks should consider long-term population
strategy and the diversified needs of park users, especially those new residents nearby
(M110), and should respond to the modern and dynamic society (S07) to avoid and
minimize mismatch of expectations, needs and activities (S02, S03).

7. More public involvement should be allowed in park management (S01); in connection,
the park authority may identify all local stakeholders (e.g., NGOs, District Offices,
community groups, private green or open space owners, etc.) and engage some of them in
designing new facilities and areas, and providing activities and programs to park users
(S04).



8.

10.

11.

12.

Urban parks and green spaces are resources that may improve and enhance the image of
the city (Hong Kong) to its local residents and visitors (S03).

More diversified functions must be provided and promoted by urban parks in Hong Kong,
e.g., social spaces in a compact city, urban farms for the elderly and other types of users
groups and the community, green infrastructure and corridors, and more long lasting
community programs, etc., which all link to the achievement of a liveable and a
sustainable city (S03, S04, S08); in connection, urban park authority should define
sustainability of or sustainable urban park management for Hong Kong (S08).

In an acceptable safety condition, the authority should consider relieving some of the
restrictions in parks to allow more activities and usage (S04).

At the moment, the researchers observed that urban park managers have mainly focused
on controllable tasks or areas under their jurisdiction. Improvements and enhancement of
park environment, quality and services are measured and considered in these aspects as
reflected in some of the results from indicator ratings and comments from interviews. It is
strongly suggested to have greater empowerment to park managers in attempt to provide
more distinctive park strategy and actions (e.g., user activities, community participation
and management style) given the law and regulations are allowed.

More park users’ engagement and stakeholders’ involvement (e.g., events co-organized
by District Offices or local NGOs, and the formation of formal/informal advisory
committees with academics, professional experts, representatives from the nearby
residents and volunteers, etc. to share information and expectations of park users) should

be promoted.
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Academic Knowledge Exchange, Public Dissemination and other Research Outcomes

Date

Event

Outcome

1. | 5-9 April 2017

The Association of

American Geographers at
the AAG Annual Meeting,
Boston, The United States

Presentation; topic: Sustaining
urban park management in Hong
Kong: Indicators revealing the
changing managerial perspectives
between 2004 and 2016

2. | 24-26 May 2017

The International

Conference on Sustainable
Tourism and Development,
CUHK, Hong Kong, China

Presentation; topic: Potential of
Developing Flagship Urban Parks
in Hong Kong as Tourist
Attractions: A conceptual
exploration

3. | 14 June 2017

Governance and
Management Theme Group
meeting of the Swedish
University of Agricultural
Sciences, Alnarp, Sweden

Presentation at the Governance and
Management Theme Group
meeting of the Swedish University
of Agricultural Sciences; leader of
the theme group, Prof. Thomas
Randrup, agreed to further develop
some research collaborations based
on the methodology and findings of
this PPR project.

4. | 17-21 July 2017

International Greenery,
Recreation, Infrastructure,
Parks Conference 2017 and
World Urban Parks Asia-
Pacific Region Congress,
Singapore

Presentation; topic: Indicators for
sustainable urban park
management: A public policy
research from Hong Kong

5. | 28 September
2017

Seminar series, Department
of Geography and Resource
Management (GRMD),
CUHK, Hong Kong, China
*

Public seminar with a total of 30
attendants, including academics,
postgraduate and undergraduate
students, representatives from
NGOs and members of the public;
publicity through poster of the
seminar by email and display;
public increase in understanding of
the PPR project

6. | October 2017

Policy paper shared with the
Leisure and Cultural
Services Department
(LCSD)

A policy paper summarizing the
main findings and policy
recommendations was delivered to
LCSD, which is the department of
primary concerned of this project in
the HKSAR Government. The
paper was delivered to the relevant
LCSD officials by Ms. Evelyn
Lam, the contact officer of this
project.
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7. | October 2017 Sharing on the main
findings with the academic
interviewees

The SWOT Analysis based on in-
depth interviews from park
managers and academics of the
PPR project was delivered to the
academics who participated in the
in-depth interviews of this project.

* Photos of the public seminar on 28 September 2017
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Appendix la: Questionnaires for urban park managers (English)

Questionnaire for urban park managers (Stage 1 in English only)

l
: THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG EHEP XK

At aas N

SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG & # % 0 TEL 5 : (852) 39436532 FAX [ : (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL ¥ : geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management Bt RO R S &
INFORMATION SHEET
Achieving sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong

through the development of indicators
(A Central Policy Unit’s Public Policy Research Fund project)

You are invited to participate in the subject study conducted by a research team from the Department of
Geography and Resource Management, the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK). This project has been
approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee (SBREC) of the CUHK.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the perception of different park stakeholders to identify the
areas of changes in future park management. The study involves separate interviews with academics and
experts, park managers and park visitors. We are inviting you to participate in a two-round survey as shown
below:

1st round: 30-minute face-to-face interview

2nd round: 15-minute self-administered questionnaire

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only
known to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw
from the study before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@cuhk.edu.hk). Should
you have any complaint about the conduct of this research study, please contact the Secretary of the SBREC of
the CUHK in writing stating clearly the responsible person and department of this study.

By reading this information sheet and completing the questionnaire, you give consent to participate in
this study. Information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential. Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this study.

You are also welcome to suggest any person who is deemed suitable to participate in this study.
Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN

Principal Investigator
3 October 2016
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Department of Geography and Resource Management MR REES %

Disclosure of personal information

Achieving sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong
through the development of indicators
(A Central Policy Unit’s Public Policy Research Fund project)

18 October 2016

Please choose among one of the following options, which state your willingness to disclose your personal
information. (Tick the appropriate box)

- | do not want to disclose my personal information.

By selecting this option, personal information obtained in the interview and from the questionnaire will
absolutely be kept confidential and only be used for academic purposes. Your identity will NOT be disclosed
and only a code will be used in separating the responses from other interviewees.

- 1 consent to disclose my personal information.

By selecting this option, our research team may disclose your personal information together with your opinions
during our analysis and publications. We would further consult you before publishing the research results that
involve your information. Your personal information will only be used for academic purposes.
Thank you for your participation and interest to this study.

Name of interviewee:

Signature of interviewee:

Date: / /

Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN
Principal Investigator
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN
HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely confidential.

(A) In your opinion, should the following indicators being considered in urban park management in Hong Kong? (Please tick
the appropriate box)

No

iYes | BNo Comment

Managerial and institutional indicators

Presence of a written and publicly available legislative mandate or mission statement that
clearly states the purposes of providing, protecting and developing the parks

(2) | Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services or themes of the parks

(3) | Presence of play equipment management and maintenance guidelines

(4) | Number of checks of facilities and play equipment

Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications related to ecology,
(5) | environmental management, landscape architecture or other park management-related
disciplines

(6) | Levels of satisfaction of staff with staff relationships and participation

(7) | Presence of assessment of service quality of contractor

Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide comprehensive urban
planning process

Presence of an official citizen advisory board or similar community involvement mechanism
that meets regularly

10) | Presence of regular park user surveys and analyses

1) | Amount of expenditure on park maintenance and management per park user

12) | Amount of financial funds from the government

13) | Number of security guards on duty in the park

Presence of policies that identify or support the promotion of the educational functions of the
parks

(15) | Number of opening hours per day

Presence of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources and facilities of individual
parks

(17) | Number of patrolling trips of policemen passing through the park
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No

Yes | No Comment

Resource and environmental indicators

Change in area of the park

Number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage, breakage and missing parts

Number of park facilities and equipment under deterioration

Number and population of typical faunal and floral species

Days of water quality of ponds and fountains exceeding standard

Days of air quality exceeding standard

Number of facilities for disabled people

Number of types of facilities in the park

Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built facilities

Distance from the nearest residential area

Number of parks within walkable distance (i.e. 0.5 km)

Area of the park

Days of noise level exceeding standard

Average population density of neighbourbood residential area (i.e. within 1 km threshold)

Area of parks per resident in the district

Ratio between active and passive open space

Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances

Density of trees within the park

Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi)

Number of toilets within the park

Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park

Number of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the park

Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park

Number of accidents reported in the park

Number of reported crimes in the park

Percentage of open area within the park
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No

Yes | No Comment

Social indicators

Number of website hits or enquiries for park information

Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and equipment damage

Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities

Number of complaints by park users from minority or disabled groups about issues of equality
or social exclusion

Presence of user assessment of favorite and least favorite park facilities

Percentage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the aesthetic value of the
park

Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural settings (e.g. ponds, trees)

Percentage of park users who increase park visits because of the neighbourhood environment

Number of park users

Number of positive written comments by park users

Percentage of park users who perceive high safety level

Number of community events in the park

Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to users

Number of school programs or public educational activities

Number of complaints relating to littering problems

Level of acceptance of littering condition in the park

Percentage of park users feeling a high level of relaxation in the park

Percentage of park users who reported health improvement after park visits

Level of satisfaction with the outdoor illumination in the park

Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park

Distance to the nearest points of access to public transport

Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality

Number of complaints about hygienic conditions
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(B) Apart from the above indicators, is / are there any additional indicator(s) that you think should be considered in
managing your park / the urban parks in Hong Kong? (Please tick the appropriate box)

Yes |:| No |:|

If your answer is ‘Yes’, what is / are these indicator(s)?

ADDITIONAL INDICATOR

(+1)

(+2)

(+3)

(+4)

(+9)

(Please use a separate sheet if necessary)

(C) Do you have any other comment on the application of indicators in urban park management in Hong Kong? Please write
down your comments/opinions in the space below.

(Please use a separate sheet if necessary)
(D) Personal information

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely confidential.
Your identity will NOT be disclosed and only a code will be used in separating the responses from park managers.

Name

Position

Year(s) of park management experience in Hong Kong

Year(s) of managing of the current park

The name(s) of park(s) that you are now managing

Thank you for your kind cooperation.
-END-
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Questionnaire for urban park managers (Stage 2 in English only)

THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG BEPXAER

SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG ## %% /0t TEL @35 @ (852) 39436532 FAX W[ . (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL Te# | geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management Hiie 251 B o A LA 2

INFORMATION SHEET

Research study on Hong Kong urban park management:
Achieving sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong
through the development of indicators

You are invited to participate in the subject study conducted by a research team from the Department of
Geography and Resource Management, the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK). This project has been
approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee (SBREC) of the CUHK.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the ratings of urban park management indicators from
different park stakeholders in Hong Kong, so as to identify the areas of changes in future park management.
You are cordially invited to participate in our survey:

Park managerial personnel: ten-minute self-administered questionnaire

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only known
to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw from the study
before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@link.cuhk.edu.hk).
Should you have any complaint about the conduct of this research study, please contact the Secretary of the
SBREC of the CUHK in writing stating clearly the responsible person and department of this study.

By reading this information sheet and completing the questionnaire, you give consent to participate in
this study. Information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this study.

Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN
Principal Investigator

10 February 2017
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN
HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely confidential.

(A) In your opinion, how IMPORTANT are the following indicators in urban park management in Hong Kong?
(Please circle or coloured-highlight the appropriate item) (1= Very Unimportant; 5 = Very Important; N = Not Applicable)

(B) In your opinion, how will you rate the PERFORMANCE of the following indicators in urban park management in Hong Kong?

(Please circle or coloured-highlight the appropriate item) (1= Poorly performed; 5 = Well-performed; N = Not Applicable)

Managerial and institutional indicators

A. Importance

B. Performance

Unimportant......Important

and facilities of individual parks

(1) | Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services | 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
or themes of the parks

(2) | Presence of play equipment management and maintenance 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5
guidelines

(3) | Number of checks of facilities and play equipment 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

(4) | Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
related to ecology, environmental management, landscape
architecture or other park management-related disciplines

(5) | Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
comprehensive urban planning process

(6) | Amount of financial funds from the government 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

(7) | Number of security guards on duty in the park 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

(8) | Presence of policies that identify or support the promotion of the 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
educational functions of the parks

(9) | Number of opening hours per day 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

(10) | Presence of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5




Resource and environmental indicators

A. Importance

B. Performance

Unimportant......Important

Number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage,
breakage and missing parts

5

=

Number and population of typical faunal and floral species

Number of facilities for disabled people

Number of types of facilities in the park

Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built facilities

Distance from the nearest residential area

Area of the park

Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances

Density of trees within the park

Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi)

Number of toilets within the park

Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park

Number of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the park

Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park

N

Number of accidents reported in the park

N

Number of reported crimes in the park

Percentage of open area within the park

Availability of innovative facilities or equipment, e.g., Solar lights, etc.

3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4

2 Z2 Z2 Z2 Z 2 Z Z2 Z2 Z2 Z Z2 Z2 Z Z2 Z2 Z

......................... Well
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
2 3 4 N
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Social indicators

A. Importance B. Performance

Unimportant......Important Poor.....ccccceeeeeiiiene
Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4
equipment damage
Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities 1 2 3 4 5 | N 1 2 3 4
Presence of regular user assessment of favorite and least favorite 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4
park facilities
Percentage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4
aesthetic value of the park
Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4
settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
Number of park users 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4
Number of community events in the park 1 2 3 4 S N 1 2 3 4
Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to | 1 2 3 4 5 | N 1 2 3 4 N
users
Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park 1 2 3 4 5 | N 1 2 3 4 N
Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality 1 2 3 4 5 | N 1 2 3 4 N
Number of complaints about hygienic conditions 1 2 3 4 5 N 1 2 3 4 N
Number of reported case / complaints about any insect problem 1 2 3 4 5 | N 1 2 3 4 N
Are you satisfied with the performance of urban park management in 1 2 3 4 N
Hong Kong?
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(C) Personal information

Please choose among one of the following options, which state your willingness to disclose your personal information.
(Please delete as appropriate or strikethrough the inappropriate statement)

* | do not want to disclose my personal information.

(By selecting this option, personal information obtained from the questionnaire will absolutely be kept confidential and only be used for academic purposes. Your identity will NOT be
disclosed and only a code will be used in separating the responses from other interviewees.)

* | consent to disclose my personal information.

(By selecting this option, our research team may disclose your choices above during our analysis and publications. We would further consult you before publishing the research
results that involve your information. Your personal information will only be used for academic purposes.)

Name

Position

Year(s) of park management experience in Hong Kong

Year(s) of managing of the current park

The name(s) of park(s) that you are now managing

Thank you for your kind cooperation.
-END-
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Questionnaire for urban park managers (Stage 3 in English only)

1
: THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG EEPXKE
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SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG & # % /0 TEL 835 @ (852) 39436532 FAX M . (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL Te# : geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management Hiie 251 B o A LA 2

INFORMATION SHEET

Research study on Hong Kong urban park management:
Achieving sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong
through the development of indicators

The purpose of this study is to investigate the ratings of urban park management indicators from park
managerial staff in Hong Kong, so as to identify the areas of changes in future park management. You are
cordially invited to participate in the final round of our study:

e Fill in a self-administered two-page questionnaire
(spending around 10 to 12 minutes)

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only known
to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw from the study
before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@link.cuhk.edu.hk).

Information obtained will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely confidential. Thank you
for your cooperation and interest in this study.

Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN
Principal Investigator

31 May 2017
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN | @
HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS @ iaicevent ) -

Please select option where appropriate.

1. Please estimate the distribution of time and budget (in terms of percentage) to your park(s).

Time Budget
a) | Park management Please input: % Please input: %
b) | Park maintenance Please input: % Please input: %

2. 1Is LCSD having a strategic plan for urban green spaces / urban parks?
Yes / No / Unknown

3. Is the current budget sufficient for the upkeep of park quality?
Yes [/ No [/ Unknown

4. Please indicate (by “ ™) the changes in budgets, staff numbers and quality of park.

Decrease | | Nochange | Increase 4 | Unknown

a) Budget during last 3 years

b) | Budget expected in coming 3 years

C) Staff number during last 3 years

d) | Staff number expected in coming 3
years
e) Quiality of parks during last 3 years

f) Quiality of parks in coming 3 years

5. a) Have you ever involved any local community, park user group or organization in planning and
managing your park(s)?

YES / NO [/ UNKNWON

b) If yes, can you briefly share the experience? If not, do you think this practice is feasible in Hong
Kong?

6. If you were provided a set of indicators voluntarily, how would you select and apply these indicators
in your daily park management?
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7. How would you suggest framing or organizing the indicators or indicator set for urban park
management in Hong Kong?

8. What features / elements in your park(s) would you recommend to tourists?

9. What are the difficulties in attracting tourists to visit your park(s)?

10. In your opinion, what is the most primary task to do for improving park management?

11. Do you have any response to the comments from some local scholars about urban parks in Hong
Kong?

Comment Your Response (if any)

1. Urban parks should serve community rather than
tourists

2. The design or capacity of parks may not cater
population growth.

3. Conflicts among park users may intensify in the
future.

Parks lack community involvement.

5. Parks can have more functions, e.g. urban
farming.

Too few people use the park during nighttime.

Some regulations can be relaxed, e.g. dancing,
walking on grassland.

LCSD should adopt more local plant species.

Some parks have too many fences.

10. Parks managerial staff should study more about
the behaviour of park visitors.

Name (non-disclosure)

Position (non-disclosure)

Name of the park(s) under your management
(non-disclosure)

-END-
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Appendix 1b: Questionnaire for academics (English)

Questionnaire for academics (Stage 1 in English only)

THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG EHEPIXLKER

SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG ## % /0t TEL @35 @ (852) 39436532 FAX W[ . (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL T8# | geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management Hi 251 B 5 S L &

INFORMATION SHEET

Achieving sustainable urban park management in Hong Kong
through the development of indicators

You are invited to participate in the subject study conducted by a research team from the Department of
Geography and Resource Management, the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK). This project has been
approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee (SBREC) of the CUHK.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the perception of different park stakeholders to identify the
areas of changes in future park management. The study involves separate interviews with academics and
experts, park managers and park visitors. We are inviting you to participate in a 30-minute face-to-face
interview.

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only
known to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw
from the study before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@cuhk.edu.hk). Should
you have any complaint about the conduct of this research study, please contact the Secretary of the SBREC of
the CUHK in writing stating clearly the responsible person and department of this study.

By reading this information sheet and completing the questionnaire, you give consent to participate in
this study. Information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential. Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this study.

You are also welcome to suggest any person who is deemed suitable to participate in this study.

Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN
Principal Investigator

3 October 2016
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN " RN

HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS

g

%

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

Name of Interviewee:

(A) In your opinion, should the following indicators being considered in urban park management in Hong Kong?
(Please tick the appropriate box)

Yes

No

No
Comment

Managerial and institutional indicators

(1)

Presence of a written and publicly available legislative mandate or mission
statement that clearly states the purposes of providing, protecting and developing
the parks

(2)

Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services or themes of
the parks

(3)

Presence of play equipment management and maintenance guidelines

(4)

Number of checks of facilities and play equipment

(3)

Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications related to
ecology, environmental management, landscape architecture or other park
management-related disciplines

(6)

Levels of satisfaction of staff with staff relationships and participation

(7)

Presence of assessment of service quality of contractor

(8)

Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide
comprehensive urban planning process

(9)

Presence of an official citizen advisory board or similar community involvement
mechanism that meets regularly

(10) | Presence of regular park user surveys and analyses

(11) | Amount of expenditure on park maintenance and management per park user

(12) | Amount of financial funds from the government

(13) | Number of security guards on duty in the park

(14) Presgnce of policies that identify or support the promotion of the educational
functions of the parks

(15) | Number of opening hours per day

(16) Prgsgnpe of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources and facilities
of individual parks

(17) | Number of patrolling trips of policemen passing through the park
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Yes

No

No
Comment

Resource and environmental indicators

(18) | Change in area of the park

(19) Number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage, breakage and missing
parts

(20) | Number of park facilities and equipment under deterioration

(21) | Number and population of typical faunal and floral species

(22) | Days of water quality of ponds and fountains exceeding standard

(23) | Days of air quality exceeding standard

(24) | Number of facilities for disabled people

(25) | Number of types of facilities in the park

(26) | Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built facilities

(27) | Distance from the nearest residential area

(28) | Number of parks within walkable distance (i.e. 0.5 km)

(29) | Area of the park

(30) | Days of noise level exceeding standard

(31) Average population density of neighbourbood residential area (i.e. within 1 km
threshold)

(32) | Area of parks per resident in the district

(33) | Ratio between active and passive open space

(34) | Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances

(35) | Density of trees within the park

(36) | Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi)

(37) | Number of toilets within the park

(38) | Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park

(39) | Number of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the park

(40) | Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park

(41) | Number of accidents reported in the park

(42) | Number of reported crimes in the park

(43) | Percentage of open area within the park
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Yes

No

No
Comment

Social indicators

(44) | Number of website hits or enquiries for park information

(45) | Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and equipment damage

(46) | Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities

(47) Number of complaints by park users from minority or disabled groups about issues
of equality or social exclusion

(48) | Presence of user assessment of favorite and least favorite park facilities

(49) Percentage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the aesthetic value
of the park

(50) Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural settings (e.g.
ponds, trees)
Percentage of park users who increase park visits because of the neighbourhood

(51)
environment

(52) | Number of park users

(53) | Number of positive written comments by park users

(54) | Percentage of park users who perceive high safety level

(55) | Number of community events in the park

(56) | Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to users

(57) | Number of school programs or public educational activities

(58) | Number of complaints relating to littering problems

(59) | Level of acceptance of littering condition in the park

(60) | Percentage of park users feeling a high level of relaxation in the park

(61) | Percentage of park users who reported health improvement after park visits

(62) | Level of satisfaction with the outdoor illumination in the park

(63) | Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park

(64) | Distance to the nearest points of access to public transport

(65) | Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality

(66) | Number of complaints about hygienic conditions
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(B) Apart from the above indicators, is / are there any additional indicator(s) that you think should be considered
by the government in managing urban parks in Hong Kong? (Please tick the appropriate box)

Yes [] No [

If your answer is ‘Yes’, what is / are these indicator(s)?

(Please use a separate sheet if necessary)

(C) Do you have any other comment on the application of indicators in urban park management in Hong Kong?
Please write down your comments/opinions in the space below.

(Please use a separate sheet if necessary)

(D) Personal information

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential. Your identity will NOT be disclosed and only a code will be used in separating the responses from

other invited interviewees.

Thank you for your kind cooperation.
-END-
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Appendix 1c: Questionnaires for urban park users (English)

Questionnaire for urban park users (Stage 1 in English)

THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG EHEP XK

SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG & # % 0 TEL 5 : (852) 39436532 FAX [ : (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL ¥ : geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management Hiie 251 B B L L %

INFORMATION SHEET

Research study on Hong Kong urban park management
(A Central Policy Unit’s Public Policy Research Fund project)

You are invited to participate in the subject study conducted by a research team from the Department of
Geography and Resource Management, the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK). This project has been
approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee (SBREC) of the CUHK.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the user perception of urban parks in Hong Kong. The study
involves a survey on urban park users. We are inviting you to participate in this questionnaire (about 15
minutes) on the study.

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only
known to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw
from the study before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@cuhk.edu.hk). Should
you have any complaint about the conduct of this research study, please contact the Secretary of the SBREC of
the CUHK in writing stating clearly the responsible person and department of this study.

By reading this information sheet and completing the questionnaire, you give consent to participate in
this study. Information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this study.

Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN
Principal Investigator

3 October 2016
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN
HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

(A) In your opinion, should the following indicators being considered in urban park management in Hong Kong?
(Please tick the appropriate box)

No

Yes | No Comment

Managerial and institutional indicators

Presence of a written and publicly available legislative mandate or mission statement
that clearly states the purposes of providing, protecting and developing the parks

(1)
@) Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services or themes of the
parks

(3) | Presence of play equipment management and maintenance guidelines

(4) | Number of checks of facilities and play equipment

Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications related to ecology,
(5) | environmental management, landscape architecture or other park management-
related disciplines

(6) | Levels of satisfaction of staff with staff relationships and participation

(7) | Presence of assessment of service quality of contractor

(8) Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide comprehensive

urban planning process
(9)

mechanism that meets regularly

Presence of an official citizen advisory board or similar community involvement
(10) | Presence of regular park user surveys and analyses

(11) | Amount of expenditure on park maintenance and management per park user

(12) | Amount of financial funds from the government

(13) | Number of security guards on duty in the park

Presence of policies that identify or support the promotion of the educational functions

(14) of the parks

(15) | Number of opening hours per day

Presence of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources and facilities of

(16) individual parks

(17) | Number of patrolling trips of policemen passing through the park
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Yes

No

No
Comment

Resource and environmental indicators

(18)

Change in area of the park

(19)

Number of reported cases of facility and equipment damage, breakage and missing
parts

(20)

Number of park facilities and equipment under deterioration

(21)

Number and population of typical faunal and floral species

(22)

Days of water quality of ponds and fountains exceeding standard

(23)

Days of air quality exceeding standard

(24)

Number of facilities for disabled people

(25)

Number of types of facilities in the park

(26)

Proportion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built facilities

(27)

Distance from the nearest residential area

(28)

Number of parks within walkable distance (i.e. 0.5 km)

(29)

Area of the park

(30)

Days of noise level exceeding standard

(31)

Average population density of neighbourbood residential area (i.e. within 1 km
threshold)

(32)

Area of parks per resident in the district

(33)

Ratio between active and passive open space

(34)

Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances

(33)

Density of trees within the park

(36)

Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi)

(37)

Number of toilets within the park

(38)

Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park

(39)

Number of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the park

(40)

Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park

(41)

Number of accidents reported in the park

(42)

Number of reported crimes in the park

(43)

Percentage of open area within the park
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Yes

No

No
Comment

Social indicators

(44)

Number of website hits or enquiries for park information

(43)

Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and equipment damage

(46)

Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities

(47)

Number of complaints by park users from minority or disabled groups about issues of
equality or social exclusion

(48)

Presence of user assessment of favorite and least favorite park facilities

(49)

Percentage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the aesthetic value of
the park

(50)

Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural settings (e.g.
ponds, trees)

(51)

Percentage of park users who increase park visits because of the neighbourhood
environment

(52)

Number of park users

(53)

Number of positive written comments by park users

(54)

Percentage of park users who perceive high safety level

(53)

Number of community events in the park

(56)

Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to users

(57)

Number of school programs or public educational activities

(58)

Number of complaints relating to littering problems

(59)

Level of acceptance of littering condition in the park

(60)

Percentage of park users feeling a high level of relaxation in the park

(61)

Percentage of park users who reported health improvement after park visits

(62)

Level of satisfaction with the outdoor illumination in the park

(63)

Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park

(64)

Distance to the nearest points of access to public transport

(65)

Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality

(66)

Number of complaints about hygienic conditions
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(B) Apart from the above indicators, is / are there any additional indicator(s) that you think should be considered in
managing the urban parks in Hong Kong? (Please tick the appropriate box)

Yes [] No [

If your answer is ‘Yes’, what is / are these indicator(s)?
ADDITIONAL INDICATOR

(+1)
(+2)

(Please use a separate sheet if necessary)

(C) Personal Information (Please tick the appropriate box)
1. How frequent will you visit this park once?

Every day Every2-3 Every week Every two Every month One month or above
days weeks

2. What is (are) the main purpose(s) for you to the visit the park? (can select multiple options)

Use the See the flora Go for a walk Take a rest Pass through Others,
facilities and fauna please specify
3. Gender
Male Female
4. Age
20 or below 21to 30 31to 40 41 to 50 51to0 60 61to 70 71 or above

5. Education level

Uneducated Primary Secondary Tertiary or above Not know

6. Occupation

Agriculture, mining and quarrying Financial, insurance, real estate and business
activities

Textile and manufacturing Community, social and personal services

Electricity, gas supply and water supply Education (including students)

Construction Government

Wholesale, retail, import/export trades, Unemployed

accommodation and food service activities

Transportation, storage and Others, please specify

communications

Thank you for your kind cooperation.
-END-
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Questionnaire for urban park users (Stage 2 in English)

THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG BEEPXAR

SHATIN ‘NT-HONG KONG & # % 0 TEL 35 : (852) 39436532 FAX W[ . (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL ¥ : geography@cuhk.edu.hk

Department of Geography and Resource Management B 251 B B A L 2

INFORMATION SHEET

Research study on Hong Kong urban park management
(A Central Policy Unit’s Public Policy Research Fund project)

You are invited to participate in the subject study conducted by a research team from the Department of
Geography and Resource Management, the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK). This project has been
approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee (SBREC) of the CUHK.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the user perception of urban parks in Hong Kong. The study involves
a survey on urban park users. We are inviting you to participate in this questionnaire (about 15 minutes) on
the study.

All information related to you will remain confidential, and will be identifiable by codes only
known to the researchers. The participation is on a voluntary basis. You have every right to withdraw
from the study before or during the data collection.

If you would like to get more information about this study, please contact me (email:
ccs_johnson@cuhk.edu.hk) or my research assistant Mr. Si Fung Hoi (email: sifunghoi@link.cuhk.edu.hk).
Should you have any complaint about the conduct of this research study, please contact the Secretary of the
SBREC of the CUHK in writing stating clearly the responsible person and department of this study.

By reading this information sheet and completing the questionnaire, you give consent to participate in this study.
Information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this study.
Dr. Chung Shing (Johnson) CHAN

Principal Investigator
7 January 2017
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ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN \') ;
HONG KONG THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDICATORS RERmEESR BEEERS

e

Personal information obtained in this questionnaire will only be used for academic purposes and is absolutely
confidential.

(A) In your opinion, how IMPORTANT are the following indicators in urban park management in Hong Kong?
(Please circle the appropriate item) (1 = Very Unimportant; 5 = Very Important; N = Not Applicable)

Managerial and institutional indicators
Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services

(1) 112 (3] 4]5]|N
or themes of the parks

(2) Prgsence of play equipment management and maintenance 1 ” 3 4 5 N
guidelines

(3) | Number of checks of facilities and play equipment 1 2 3 4 5 | N
Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications

(4) | related to ecology, environmental management, landscape 1 2 3 4 5 N
architecture or other park management-related disciplines
Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide

(5) . . 1123 4]5]|N
comprehensive urban planning process

(6) | Amount of financial funds from the government 1 2 3 4 5 | N

(7) | Number of security guards on duty in the park 1 2 3 4 5 | N
Presence of policies that identify or support the promotion of the

(8) . : 112 (3] 4]5]|N
educational functions of the parks

(9) | Number of opening hours per day 1 2 3 4 5 | N
Presence of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources

(10) AR A 1123 | 4/|5]N
and facilities of individual parks
Resource and environmental indicators

(1) Number of repor_ted_ cases of facility and equipment damage, 1 ’ 3 4 5 | N
breakage and missing parts

(12) | Number and population of typical faunal and floral species 1 2 | 3 | 4 5 | N

(13) | Number of facilities for disabled people 1 2 3 4 5 | N

(14) | Number of types of facilities in the park 1 2 3 4 5 | N

(15) Prqurtion of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built 1 ” 3 4 5 N
facilities

(16) | Distance from the nearest residential area 1 2 3 4 5 | N

(17) | Area of the park 1 2 | 3 | 4 5 | N

(18) | Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances 1 2 3 4 5 | N

(19) | Density of trees within the park 1 2 3 4 5 | N
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(20)

Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi)

(21)

Number of toilets within the park

(22)

Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park

(23)

Number of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the
park

(24)

Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park

(25)

Number of accidents reported in the park

(26)

Number of reported crimes in the park

(27)

Percentage of open area within the park

(28)

Availability of innovative facilities or equipment, e.g., Solar lights, etc.

Social indicators

(29)

Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and
equipment damage

(30)

Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities

(31)

Presence of regular user assessment of favorite and least favorite
park facilities

(32)

Percentage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the
aesthetic value of the park

(33)

Percentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural
settings (e.g. ponds, trees)

(34)

Number of park users

(35)

Number of community events in the park

(36)

Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to
users

(37)

Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park

(38)

Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality

(39)

Number of complaints about hygienic conditions

(40)

Number of reported case / complaints about any insect problem

(41)

Are you satisfied with the performance of urban park
management in Hong Kong?

(1= Very dissatisfied; § = Very satisfied; N = Not Applicable)
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(B) In your opinion, how will you rate the PERFORMANCE of the following indicators in urban park management in
Hong Kong?
(Please circle the appropriate item) (1 = Poorly performed; 5 = Well-performed; N = Not Applicable)

Managerial and institutional indicators
Presence of a written and publicly available definition of core services

M| or themes of the parks 1 2 |3 |4 |5 |N

2) Prgsepce of play equipment management and maintenance 1 s |3 . 5 N
guidelines

(3) | Number of checks of facilities and play equipment 1 2 |3 4 5 N

Percentage of park management staff who possess qualifications
(4) | related to ecology, environmental management, landscape 1 2 |3 4 5 N
architecture or other park management-related disciplines

Presence of a park and recreation plan that integrates into a citywide

(5) . . 1 2 |3 [4 |5 |N
comprehensive urban planning process

(6) | Amount of financial funds from the government 1 2 |3 4 5 N

(7) | Number of security guards on duty in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N

(8) Presence of policies that identify or support the promotion of the 1 ) |3 4 5 N

educational functions of the parks
(9) | Number of opening hours per day 1 2 |3 4 5 N
Presence of a geo-referenced database for mapping park resources

(10) and facilities of individual parks 1 2|3 4 5 N
Resource and environmental indicators
(1) Elruergi):gr (:; :]edpomr;(segncgzzsrt Sof facility and equipment damage, 1 ) |3 4 5 N
(12) | Number and population of typical faunal and floral species 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(13) | Number of facilities for disabled people 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(14) | Number of types of facilities in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(15) ]I?agﬁt?étslon of soft landscape or green areas to hardware or built 1 ) |3 4 5 N
(16) | Distance from the nearest residential area 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(17) | Area of the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(18) | Number of pedestrian paths linking to park entrances 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(19) | Density of trees within the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(20) | Access to wireless internet in the park (e.g. coverage of Wifi) 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(21) | Number of toilets within the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(22) | Number of lights for outdoor illumination in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(23) E:rTber of methods of public transport that are directly linked to the ’ 2 |3 4 5 N
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(24) | Number of new and existing trails or routes built inside the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(25) | Number of accidents reported in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(26) | Number of reported crimes in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(27) | Percentage of open area within the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(28) | Availability of innovative facilities or equipment, e.g., Solar lights, etc. | 1 2 |3 4 5 N
Social indicators
(29) Number of complaints by park users that relate to facility and 1 ) |3 4 5 N
equipment damage
(30) | Number of complaints relating to conflicting use of facilities 1 2 |3 |4 5 N
(31) Presencg _of regular user assessment of favorite and least favorite 1 ) |3 4 5 N
park facilities
(32) Percentlage of park users who are satisfied and dissatisfied with the 1 ) |3 4 5 N
aesthetic value of the park
(33) Pergentage of park users who feel pleasant because of the natural 1 ) |3 4 5 N
settings (e.g. ponds, trees)
(34) | Number of park users 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(35) | Number of community events in the park 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(36) Number of environmental education programs or activities provided to 1 ) |3 4 5 N
users
(37) | Percentage of park users who perceive high accessibility to the park | 1 2 |3 4 5 N
(38) | Park users’ level of satisfaction with environmental quality 1 2 |3 |4 5 N
(39) | Number of complaints about hygienic conditions 1 2 |3 |4 5 N
(40) | Number of reported case / complaints about any insect problem | 1 2 |3 |4 |5 N
(C) Personal Information (Please tick the appropriate box)
7. How frequent will you visit this park once?
Every day Every 2 - 3 days Every week Every two weeks | Every month | One month or
above
8. What is (are) the main purpose(s) for you to the visit the park? (can select multiple options)
Use the See the flora Go for a walk Take a rest Pass through Others,
facilities and fauna please specify
9. Gender
Male Female
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10. Age

20 or below 21t0 30 31to 40 41to0 50 51 to 60 61to 70 71 or above
11. Education level
Primary or Junior Senior Tertiary Postgraduate
Undergraduate
below secondary secondary (non-degree) or above
12. Working Status
. . Others (please
Employed Unemployed Retired Housewife Student specify)
13. Monthly income
HK$10,000 HK$10,001- HK$20,001- HK$30,001- HK$40,001- HK$50,001 or
or below $20,000 $30,000 $40,000 $50,000 above

Thank you for your kind cooperation.
-END-
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Appendix 1d: Questionnaire for urban park users (Chinese)

Questionnaire for urban park users (Stage 1 in Chinese)

@ THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG BEEPXKRE
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B A Bk (BB =S4T 5 V)
1. IRROZIRAE—K?

{SYN 2-3°K F5—EH SHREH H—#@A —@EA L

2. {REREEAENENESERE ? (TEESIHE)

{5F A st REEMEY) Bt RE 2 yic] HAh(55518H)
3. MR

Z
4. fERS
0T | 21305% | 31-40 5% 41-50 1% 51-60 5 61-70 3% | 71 BREBI b

5 BEEE

BEEZEE /NER thEg REELL E AHIE
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R~ R AE &Ha -~ BUiEE B~ BRBOKBE BiEsE
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Questionnaire for urban park users (Stage 2 in Chinese)

24 THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG BEAEPXKAKE

&
Ereen

SHATIN -NT -HONG KONG :# % /v TEL i : (852) 39436532 FAX (§J[ : (852) 2603 5006 E-MAIL T2 : geography@cuhk.edu.hk
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HIERSEE - H A RHEN R BT AR e R

R4 IR BGF RS0 LT ZE - KT E BT SORE (oK) HHE B &R E 2R 20y —
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AHFEHT HEY R B 25 E WA A EE R LAV - AHZ7TETHEGHEE - 2555 R
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FEREEILE R EAESEEARMEESHERYT - MEREMGZER/] » AgEEilist
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THETERR . HERFENE ST A AREEER ) R
FESWENEABTS R ERESMAR  REEHRE -

(A) IR R U TR EEER - AESEE?
(G LI EF) (1= JEE T B 5= FEEEZ N= 145/

(B) fREEAESHEL MERENEEE LAVERE ? (BENS @ FESHEEMIERE?)
(FF L ITHET) (1= RBLES 5= KB RAF N = 1 78/7)

EEEE
A M B. WMEAEE
REE.covvvvneeenns BE B9 = SO W
(1) | EBARISHAY A RIS T - 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
(2) | S EH IR ETES | 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
(3) @ﬁ FIZRE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
(4) EE T 2 R 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
(5) “H@Eﬁwﬁﬁ%%wé 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
6) | BUNSRHABCERN 1 2 3 4 5| N 1 2 3 4 5 [N
7 | AENEERZENAR 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
8) | ZFRTTEA B ERENBER 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
9) | BRAENIBHREE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 |N
(10) | BCBR B B e 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 2 3 4 5 [N
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KRR

A EEH B. B2

AEHE..c.cvvvveeeeen HE Y~ ST =

YNE g k=t NS 1 2 3 4 5 |N 112|345

EUERZEONE LRl ey 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123|465

(YN w3 AN e 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 ]4]|5

UNEES3j N 1 2 3 4 5 |N 112 3] 415
&k B0 FH R B35 T Y EE A3 1 2 3 4 5| N 1 12| 3| 4|5 ]N
B A EE A 1 2 3 4 5 |N 112 3] 4]5]|N
AN EREE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 112 3] 4]5]|N
HFENEA LT ALK 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
NENBIARRZE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
N EiE W 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 12| 3| 4|5]N
AENEFHENEE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 12| 3| 4|5]N
22) | AENHYFYME 1 2 3 4 5| N 1123 ] 4]5]|N
JERE3 ke AN ANy iy =2k 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1 12| 3| 4|5]N
NENF A/ NMSEVEE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
ANENHESNEH 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4|5]|N
UNEIRESEEES (= 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4/|5]N
I PR 22 B b T 1 2 3 4 5| N 112 (3| 4]5]|N
BRI B (B - KF5EEERE) 1 2 3 4 5 |N 11 2|3 |4|5]N
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A EEME B. MiSEE
REH.cccieeeeeeenn. BEE P 7= A Vs
(29) | #x NS EHITEST 1 2 3 4 5 |N 112 |3|4]|5]|N
(30) | 2 Al 3¢ A5 ST 1 2 3 4 5| N 112 |3 |4|5]|N
(31) | e N A RS E A R oA 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4]5]|N
(32) | i N\ ¥ VS R E EHA W EREE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4]|5]|N
(33) | HENEIREEARN (B« M ~ IR SR EEIRT 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4]5]|N
(34) | HEARVEE 1 2 3 4 5| N 1123 |4/|5]N
(35) | AENHEEEINTEE 1 2 3 4 5| N 1123 |4 /|5]|N
(36) | ARENERAE EEEE 1 2 3 4 5| N 1123 |4/|5]N
(37) | BEATEAEAN & A EE Y ) 2 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
(38) | HEABAEEREE RN WERE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4]|5]|N
(39) | HIEREE R AR RIS EE 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
(40) | FeariaRn{E KR 1 2 3 4 5 |N 1123 |4 |5]|N
@) TR T AN T A EE YR ? Lol sl als | w
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Appendix 2a: Open-ended questions for urban park managers and
academics

Park managers

1.

2.

3.

What are the major and salient advantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?

(BRI A B E B R BB E T ?)

What are the disadvantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?

(BRI A BEEREE T ?)

Is there any opportunity for urban parks in Hong Kong to be improved?
(BEAREEE BT AR ?)

Is there any threat in urban parks in Hong Kong?

(BRI T A B & S E T ?)

Have you experienced any change in urban parks in general, or the park(s) you have managed
over the past decade (or the period of your service)?

(FE#EETE (BURIRFIIEAN ) - ERT AESIRATE AR - R GRS
E?)

What has been the most difficult part of your park management work?

(BB T AR » R R BRI R 7 )

7. Do you think the urban parks in Hong Kong are sustainable in terms of land area, usage and
management? Why or why not?
(TRE8 R B BRI T A RAEAL MRS ~ BEFIARDL ~ EER TS A A4 7 Ry(TEE?)

8. Do you think the use of indicators or indicator set can improve the urban park management in
Hong Kong? If not, what is the reason and what would you propose?
(IREE Ryl TEAE RS » SRS BRI AREHES ? AR AR » FHEEEE ? IR
GIRLHETTA?)

9. Have you ever used any form of indicators or yardsticks in managing or monitor the condition of
a park?
(R S8 (5 P AR AP AV TR AR B ROIE H BB 22 N A IR 2)

Academics

1. What are the major and salient advantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?

2.

3.

(EEA T A B BN B SR ?)

What are the disadvantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?

(E &R A B R ?)

Is there any opportunity for urban parks in Hong Kong to be improved?
(EEARGHEERIHTHAE?)

Is there any threat in urban parks in Hong Kong?

(BN ABEZ S E A ?)

Do you think the urban parks in Hong Kong are sustainable in terms of land area, usage and
management? Why or why not?

(TR0 o B RN T AR AL E RS ~ SRR - BT HE A AR 2 R(HEE?)

Do you think the use of indicators or indicator set can improve the urban park management in
Hong Kong? If so, how would you suggest framing or organizing the indicators or indicator set
for urban park management in Hong Kong? If not, what is the reason and what would you
propose?

(TR Ryl TEAEEBHEEE » SRS R ERI T A REHES ? AR - IRgEETH
TEBCAH SIS R © WIRARE » [RAZ (1 ? IRERITEITE?)



Appendix 2b: Interview scripts of urban park managers

Park managers M101 and M102

1 BB A B RIR 2 B2 (1 2

& HERMAER TR - i 1997 £RHE > & —EEFRAE - A —L% Landscape ~ o
PGB BN S - RS UEZEE ~ KR - IFIEUARZEARER - A
—EERF ~ children play FYEHE ~ 7 {EA AR ] LABTIARBAC

]+ E BRI ?

% EARS - fIFhREay tennis 15 > HEAERMABEE CEE - AW ESS. .
#27 play equipment 2 R4S/ NIRAZ AV IESEN > Pt ARFRE BN REAE BT A ER Za M A )
LIRasR sl -

] IRPT R B L RUE R T AR 0 ?
& AP - N R L — (84 > MR m AR R - BN EEERYER
Bt - ElE B — A RE RSN

2. B A EREER 4 2
% AETREEREE AL » (A R @R B S AR T

4 o A NSRS - (BRI ITE - HMSEE T ... RAEFtEZ Tt - ERmey
SN BT RT  RFESHIALERTY > BN EYR T~ i AvE o ERpE R AV ER A
W o EHAEE T o FTUCHEAGEEAERER - A > #SEGANGE - BTN
% 0 £ Landscape 3% - H—{EEAFEAAEN S > AT RERECHE 2 —(ELnE - E
HMNAERME TR G - AT A ESEEE - R EGA T —EREZRNAE > A
BTSN » DL RIS -

] IRMTE & A fE RAE ARYEL B &k 2

% RMESY > BREEFE 6:30 %] 9:00 0 FEEFER : FIRTRERE 7 BB THE —
s A > PR - LB E R ~ BIE > ZREIRCR - se A 4IHERE ~ /N AR
17~ B8 - AIARR = DU ARGl > K& 300 20 A A6t ~ FTPIEER ~ (EAE PRI TEER -
BEAEEAN - SRS EEERERMAVEY) - RPTERAEYIR S - ZEEER - &
i {EHEY) > el DAERERE T 4E » R & BRI E i T ORS S S TR 7 (R R FIRE T1R
ZHEY) IR AN - 3 TR Rl i - WEBEAT ? o RPIEEBZEENE - R
fERF > FRFRFIEEARS THELFEEE - FAAHR A LL—SE Ay LI o f1 -
RAEEGE CEZE R R E2aEpra (L EAEE - trsErTER - SHIREE
[F)—{E i - MRV EBRALEA T > IFTRELEE AR T - AT A B A B 4EHY
tE DT o WIS ECF T R R AR © T80 TR

i 2RI AEEYE R 2

E RAEERMEEYEZSEE - AgE—HE—mLE - AR E RS - B HE—
EfErEA 7-8 fEinfiE » E2%mEEEE - IEE L EMARZME o ME—(EmE > R
HIBEFRHERAE > v a2 AT /N EE B PR RS & T2k - (HIRFIR A
B ER Y2 AME location o
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. B ARG UE RN AE ?
L BB A B S EEE TAEE ?

& EESE > WEREENENAERE G AR  EEREERD - REEREA
- IR ATRER DD AN ASKIEIEEK - (HEMRIREF - A ARERE ~ AR - NS
B N ASIEN > Fr A2 A ST A IREE o R GI MR ARSI A NS
I TEZA S o BB E RIS BRI NEIRIT ~ PFEREEREA > BMItsUEEE
—EEES AKEEY) - ST T R o RARESERES - WP ABEEZEZLEY) R
R EAVEREEA IR - MR AHERGE L2 - RABEETENR - BE - &
AR ~ bk A - HEESA R track - (HAIRERMEEEMEDEEAESE - TR
FINEARKRHE AT EPEEE -

1+ BTSRRI A SR R0 2
= R -

. EBEETE (BURAVIRBIARAD) - R A ESRITEENAE - RGBT

&?

& BAEEETIE TIUE (e. M2) > FERA - EERLEMTH 7 URAEIIRESIA -
BT G A — (E SRR HERS - B E A E RFHEERY IR AT - FECHEE
& > BESCEAVAEIEt I DIB T - HIEER B G R RI% T — L NIEE > S AE [ — IR
Fofa {E A 2 PRI © Ml H & EH - NEER(E A e H A E#A 100 &+ ARG
6o ERTERE—EA - AR E R EAEA AK - A AZRMAMEE - 8 7 iElEE
B > AREFIA—EEBL - LRFLUZRAE - BREE - WREA AR EECRABE -
BRI — W - R — R promote -

[ IR A AR > AR EREHUE - AT 2 A U EHERS ?

&

- AEEHETIET » RE R RERYE (2 ?

& HEREEAT I > WAASGBIFHAF A [EEATRFHRE T% - B85
A ERrE A bR TR - AT g fete T — T F > EREH b
IR - PR 5 - BgHR 7 —F8E HF > RRFERZ T —8AT
HL e R R - MR FEREA R A WS HIRMN TEE ARS8 RPTE AR
Gt —EAAHEER - ARFEEREENGE - kMg RS ER LM
75 PIAfsReE » AFREFERIMIIHZ R IR E s - SRR EE ER
HREE AT - St E R —2t ICC HYREET ~ 1823 HUF%HTT - i H MR EAER M R &
ke - REGEBEMMTEE AR - BRI - FABTIE RG> ERARE TR
i o FMETIMISEEAE D - RAEE - TR 0 5 B EEF eI R R E R
e BEERA ATTHY > 2 EREE.

M s EAH R HEE S R » R AT ARG ELT - 27
% EERATESMERTE - (HINMRERER TR A TR -

- RS R E BRI A BEE SR ~ ERRN ~ EETEE A AR 2 R(tEE?
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% HERELEEZSE - LABERMGN S - B REER » fIHnkf=kT > g7
IR R - REREBERE. . NAHITRA - REAF S - E&BEEE A
BEYIAE > FEY) - Htt AEA RS EEER AR TR - REF—EAEEA —
{EFF CHERPY - BOER T > R ARS] - KRR IRE.  NRBMITESZE > fIE
[ BT KMEAFELSE - WEGERRRERY - SMEt TS > E&EFEESE
ERIEHEL - Pl L& B T 22 R -

[ AJRERRISRRNE ~ (LM IS (RRISEEAEFELM 2 WP IE AT REReiy - 53
it A N 7

& AEFERAEIRK - AR - RN EERRREAE - FrbA gEg - BRIFGES
FRE N EERRETE - Jisk > B A -

- ITER R (B FIFERREEE IR - RESIE BRI A E S 7 AR RE - R ? IR

TR 2

- R K R RIE AV IS IR SR R B e B 2R AN E IR 2

% IER > BERIRERERER - WRIFET T —EHER - SEEEENAF - HER
B AEREEMESE ? RERCE AT - AIRERZ AEED match £ 2] > fEEMERZ X
S B > REE— T

]+ B A RIS A A R R 2
& TR R ?

il = (28 7B

% BRSPS B - (ET e - PIIRAVZERAIR > IRARESRTTZE—
BRPIAL - AEHRARS > BiEZ /KPR ER - BEEREN - A ETEES T
FRPERY > 40 play equipment SEH USA [y safety #5248 o m]RESEEERLIL R AR A
# > {5 play equipment FIZESf g 25 safety » AREEERERE - EAE safety AUREZRBLAELE -

A AP T A B - #E A R IR MIPERER 2

%+ LA play equipment B3l - 2x{E LCSD #REAHEEFIEZE(E - send — {8t s 5.2
Al MMTE R - 7 recommend 53 - MFTEEESE play equipment HRRE BLFEATAS FqM
HERE o BIRMTENVEDE > RBFEAEMREEARES - AERMEZ e A58
EWHRE > BENEER - P ESEARS/NER - R—EREEEE T - i
GIRFAL - PExD - EEMRERGEAS - MFIEA G | ALAERRERA 20-30 {F
NIRRT BRI RE T -

i - JREELEET T play equipment HYFEEE » EIEEIAEEERE S D8 E R FIRTSR A E
2

& & o AJLUE Play equipment ~ AR Z5M5E o FIA0LLE AR 256 Rfol] > FRAFTLA Ry
=R Tk WY EFEREEE T EES o DA AAESERM T R
HARGUEF TG ? | o R W TSI ? R Ry Wil S5 EE) - (H[EHFEAAME - A EEuES)
Y o FrDAIRFTAERF N E R — IR 2k - & s 22 A28 - AIRE T I i st
1188 2 (5% > HESHEARE

] * AIREARER - Fl 2y feedback ?
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10.

% NBRMAEEDEIMNY N LRTREM - 20573A 10 £ equipment - ABCDE #(7F
T HIEFEAREUE serve [EIR 0 AJRERSEAYIF AR o AIREIRER TG TIHE 10 ekt
AR o ERTRE AN AR 2-3 FERE > (RS - FTREE G - IR
TR o LB Ry PRI -

]+ FT A A B —({#&e— standard ?
E R G > A EIRSER AR - (E(E A B RE > FIRRIAHY - ATRE—AHER
PEAE - AT DA e 4V

i EEE TEAEIHY?
% /NI RTRER 10 pRbcE] 20 B > dEE S S EAY o

CEREME TR G A T 10 ZAEHORER - REE - EE A G R ?
PG T - APEEEES o REEER > 10 % 20 FHUSAPEEERYY o NI A T R

PR B 7 -

eSO IF

P+ A S 2
B R NI EEA B TEETRA BNV P SN TR
lunch A4 E 3 BEZ - /INEHIS BRIEELAERE - (P ERIS IR T A T -

(FFEAm) 22 A & 5 PR 2

% D EEPEE AR > BRLEREREAZER DS - AR SEEGRREY - ATRERE
BUEHER - =OHCECH T BEEEERM - EMfIROETEEIMECE - NF

BESREEEAE TSR, - THEERAL, o EERIECAIH LM BRI S Rk
BT AT - T HEEANL ) JBSE EIQE I ZE - [N R—RILA 50-60 {E{EBKSE - ZEK
fis - AERGBE—EAT - BAERRFFEIELHY .. Esem s HIRER AR AL FMTstit
KR TIEAL e

A - FTERAZEASEA A 2

% EHY - AJREMMIBREE AT - IR ST - AR (E2 M E A rEfE BRI A -
EHEmREAE o (REEE—FRE RS 2 T s ER M E ) - Bt T BRI IR
&> ACEMEEC 7 2R TEEN ) - SB&E o R ROETM ML EAE
BEER - WAEBENAE Ak b EuES) - M 1EEeh A EEMEGE S S - Al
BB sE N LA ZIHE - 2& REEmA B - B EAVERE - SERFEEL -

A« R MTRA & RERFIEHEAES - ERGE?

E B MR AR TR eET L AR IR RIRE o P LARRAPI S ER AL TR -
st AT TEE > SRR =K SREMF S 0E Rk - FFIFEE AR T AR
FiE - AT T AR R A R R R -

Park manager M103

1.

B S [ R RS I B R (T ?

% L EEASEERE A - BEUERBENANEET - @k E - EBEEE TR
St HEME—REEHIHTT - B ORIV > WERBAIEREGHY - N ESRAERY
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Wi AE > IRESR > AEty— s > Bt fUES— T > 22— T2E > M HEAL
Ao B ES IR R BT RIRE ~ f76— BT -

] AR T > TR TEAEZIN A EEHAME BN & A BSOS R RS
sTHY?

% D EEREAEAVR O - KA EAEEA A FERE - SgRE FESGETETECHY
e - AREEZEMECE - HEREEMEAE > bR TAES - i —LLik(hayERm - 6
WHERR— LR EE A RIS AE A BEERZZ — N A FRE RWJ#DHE‘%I—#MT
AL - AT LLES2E T - JATAE 60 WAHYH - BUA AGSEN T N HEST — e pHERYIEE) -
AEPORT R » U SR - %é’hﬁafﬂ&ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ~%ih@ﬂ@%ﬁ ’ ﬁ%@%ﬁ&é@%
HIETEHY - EFEISPEEHHE - L (LHABAVIREE

i+ JB 60 R - J& by reservation gt =] DAfEE FHAYIE ?

& EHERUSEHI BT > RITEEHAEE > REE > SIGEMMIERIEE
H 3 {EH - oI AR — A3 - 285 - PREbUgpenyes - BT DLE S — T e Ay 4
B o HERMEZAgHEELEED > RBYEIE..

i {HiES {1 #]7E open to public fynE ?
& /2 open to public /Y -

- PAEHE S A ETE — 2 NTABEE - IR EZHFE > H open to £21%...
& B fﬁﬁﬁlﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁ_ﬂ’]uﬁ A DT EREE TR - FAFI AT PLZeHF—£L guided tour
PSS AR - S TMEY) -

] iSRRG RIS ?
% WEAR - Pl RE B GREEEEREN - S T 0 hEFE -

i« el By iE(E A ERY Landscape Design iS40 2
EARERRBNER 8 — TEMUEIR comments - BIEERMABEEOREN ~ &rd
% [EIRFTHESEEL - IS — S IEmEE) - Mgz -

. EBHIT N EERE R

% HEHEWE & AEt7 .. FIOATFENZREREY - BAEFEEEREE S
ng o for— RS - HEEAY A DIFEHETRE - BB R MAVER S - AT RETER > TRED
SEAMAIRYARRS - HAVEZ R LA EECHESE - frbl > BE2GRAE AEE - EHEH
EFARE T LAy —& - HEEHEATHHEE > HRRMT2EE - 2. R
R THMAL > BRI T — L FHEE - TR —E 5 R T - FEA# A2
AEEFZ O R —EAEEENEE - F 2B - ERB/KFEE S50 - |
PtE 7 AR ST o DIBURHIZRREZAGR - thPIEMekE - sie s —RA  Fr
DAIFTRESAS 3~ 4 & AT S5 » 5T T — Lt #AlE - HEH TIREET ?
AEBOLARHEEET - B T ABWATE,  AEBUFABEEIER R - nzﬁ%
— B -

] HE WA (RER = (E shift role - €EG: EO {TEILALMALLE shift —3K > BEME-FEE
A R L E 7
& HUEEEERY > ARFER - L EO Y - BUNSLE AN EIRRF— BRI - (RIFEH...
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] N3 A AIE AO ~ EO g EMREHUE. .
% ROCEE R ERENE -

] AR RAE S (8 A stay3 2 44 > AJREEH shift K55 — (it 5 ?

% AEE NRE TR o R E A ES A E T o B g A — (R - AR
RIT—AREAERMAET - Bty > BE2AFNE frontline » FNE B SRR -
AREM IR —E e T -

i - SNHI S ISR T 2

% W - HEBIFRTERERS - St TER —EER - NEFLEFER - &AM
A AHERSUEAE] - 12 IRSEHERMEISERMA AT - BRI T RMEHE T
By, o AR T IRFIFAEIA > ERAESEEREE] ) - RIGRER -

] PR T AS AT - HEFRECERSIMNIAFIEEANE > # A AeE—(E M 2
% HAERE - RMmERE - RFTEEERE ?

]+ BEAEHRAN - S EA TS AL o AR E M - R RIRIEIR
FTE - B REZ AT Y » DR - #ROFIE 7
% - HEEREA L LR -

S 4 A A LR 2
% EBEEARE 90 FERBMESIEIE » FroL.. B TEEGEHA e — R -
B BRI AIE S » (HESREE TRt (L o AR IR T k0 40 ek e
Fi > R R S

A A gRER - ER R ?
% EtEME - Z{etERE - R EEE o RE—EIREFRER - BRISE TAE
KA -

] BN BRYS » — B RCF AR E 2

& LB o BT AR R - S EIEEE B A E - IREEEIAINE - alith
W o (HEEHEARET - HEFSCEHAE 80 ] 90 U » REEGESET LT - /)
S EA—(E R A T

A FRIFEAY R R HYHTE 7
& EHY o HHTHI A IR -

] AR REPEILE NS MG r] AR E] - &/ BAYAE A RER 7 S FAYEL, HEH
T RS AU R 2 G2 -

% PAEGEMEREE R - Bven (RRALEIBKE - AN/ KEER - ATLUE
— NEE > HEAREARTF > EEEEE(LEEAME - 2REGIVRE - REE
MHECEAS AR R ? H— TR 1 -

. ARG UE RN AR ?
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Park manager M111

1.

What are the major and salient advantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?
Answer: Provide green environment to people.
What are the disadvantages of urban parks in Hong Kong?

Answer: 1. In general, the size of urban parks in Hong Kong is too small. 2. Limited species of
trees and shrubs. 3. Too many rules and regulation.

Is there any opportunity for urban parks in Hong Kong to be improved?
Answer: No idea.

Is there any threat in urban parks in Hong Kong?

Answer: No idea.

Have you experienced any change in urban parks in general, or the park(s) you have managed
over the past decade (or the period of your service)?

Answer: No.
What has been the most difficult part of your park management work?
Answer: Complaint.

Do you think the urban parks in Hong Kong are sustainable in terms of land area, usage and
management? Why or why not?

Answer: Yes, the government has set up rules and regulation. The park management could follow
them accordingly,

Do you think the use of indicators or indicator set can improve the urban park management in
Hong Kong? If not, what is the reason and what would you propose?

Answer: Yes.

Have you ever used any form of indicators or yardsticks in managing or monitor the condition of
a park?
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Answer: No.
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