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Abstract: Green space accessibility is an important indicator to evaluate the rationality of green land con-

struction. Taking Shenyang as an example, based on QuickBird imagery and GIS,optimal green land pattern

of residential types were quantitatively described and simulated by applying population gravity center mod-

el. The results were quantitatively analyzed and evaluated by buffer analysis method. It was found out that

when the area of urban parks increased by 39. 9% ,residents who could access the parks increased by 104.

7%. In the optimization plan,residents could access green land within 500 m of their residences, by which

limited green spaces could make the greatest benefits for local people. The results of this study would pro-

vide references for the scientific decision making for administrators.
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Fig. 2 Maps of urban parks more than 2 hm?
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Fig. 3 Maps of residential land poorer than 500 m level
accessibility and population density
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Table 1 Population calculated based on park area
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Fig. 6 Lay out of new parks for optimization based on accessibility
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Fig. 7 Evaluation of accessibility for optimized parks
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Table 2 Area and number of new parks for optimization
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