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Abstract: Community parks provide recreation, relaxation, and nature connection for socialization and health. Park design, 
facilities, neighborhood demographics, geographic location, social and cultural variables affect user percentages. The study 
compares four parks in Shadman Colony and the Defense Housing Authority (DHA) in Lahore, Pakistan, to find out what 
attracts families, young adults, kids, teens, and senior citizens. It also involves identifying the causes of the usage gap 
between Shadman Park and DHA parks. Research employed qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Questionnaires, 
surveys, and in-person observations have revealed park visitors' preferences, viewpoints, and behaviors. The research 
examined park facilities, accessibility, upkeep, safety, inclusiveness, and community involvement to determine their impact 
on park use. The research revealed that both DHA and Shadman parks are usually well-liked by the people of the 
neighborhood. The parks appeal to various populations and provide a variety of attractions, resulting in a wide range of 
preferences and experiences. However, DHA parks generally attract female visitors and emphasize physical activities, while 
Shadman parks appeal to women, children, and men of all ages by offering relaxation, green spaces, and recreational 
options. Urban planners, park managers, and other community stakeholders can use the study's findings to make parks more 
inclusive.  
 
Keywords: park design; demographics; neighborhood; accessibility; green spaces; upkeep; inclusiveness; safety, community 
involvement 
 
Introduction 
Several researchers investigated the benefits that people derive from visiting urban parks [1-4]. Green spaces help create 
livable communities and enable successful urban planning to achieve sustainable cities [5, 6]. Parks are vital places for people 
to visit to improve their health, mental condition, coping with stress, sense of community and aid in the community’s 
resilience to crisis, all of which contribute to their happiness and pleasure with life [7-10]. Parks have tremendous 
importance in city planning and neighborhood enhancement [11]. A significant number of residents make use of green 
space as an escape from the pressures and responsibilities associated with city living [12].  
The layout, landscaping, accessibility, and architecture of a community park are only a few of the factors that should be 
taken into account during the design process [13]. People's preferences are affected by both the kind and density of 
vegetation [14-18]. The inclusion of amenities like playground equipment and benches has also been found to be 
appreciated [19, 20], as have the size and accessibility of green spaces [17, 21]. Although not all studies have identified 
substantial benefits [18], cleanliness and maintenance are also likely to play a factor in the preferences of park visitors [17, 
22, 23]. Space constraints, historical significance, and planned activities all play a role in shaping park designs [24]. Having 
amenities in a park is critical to attracting and keeping visitors [25]. Playgrounds, recreational facilities, walking routes, and 
picnic places are just a few examples of the many ways in which parks can improve people's quality of life [13, 26].   
 
Parks in neighborhoods are essential for promoting residents' health, wellbeing and happiness in many ways [27]. Large 
areas open to the public for leisure and relaxation, where people can enjoy contact with nature [28-30]. There is a strong 
correlation between how well-designed and well-equipped a park is and how happy its visitors are [31-33]. These parks 
especially if they are closer to one’s residence contribute to the residents physical and mental wellbeing [34, 35]. These green 
spaces are also a source of keeping the mental fatigue and stress away and were also contributed as an important factor in 
social interaction [36-39]. Therefore, park planners, designers, and politicians need to be aware of what factors contribute to 
the creation and maintenance of high-quality parks [33].  
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Several studies have been conducted to investigate the relationship between park design, facilities, and user preferences. The 
accessibility of a park in terms of its connection to neighborhood is a key factor for the nearby residents use and it raises the 
user/usage percentage [40, 33]. Accessibility analysis was used to calculate urban parks conditions to accessibility. 
Walkability around parks is emphasized in research and discussed how it positively impacts the visitor’s behavior towards 
park use and their physical activities [41-44]. Some parks charge fee for entry due to their highly designed and landscaped 
features/ Park fee is also an important factor contributing towards user percentage [45]. Considering another aspect, 
research shows that if the distance from park and home is long, people spend longer time in parks in comparison to people 
with shorter distances. At the same time, Parks that are accessible via public transport get more visitors [46, 47]. 
Neighborhood parks play a very important role in children’s physical and mental health [48]. The relationship between 
children’s population, analysis of trip lengths based on factors like age, gender, income, family structure and geographical 
location [49]. 
  
Malek and Nashar [50] studied the park usage pattern and concluded that if visitors' preferences and requirements are met, 
park usage will increase [51]. Also, the contentment of visitors increases their frequency of visits and time spent outdoors, 
which has a positive effect on their health [48]. The quality of environmental attributes/Aesthetics such as water features, 
sculptures, variety of landscape, foliage and plants and views makes a park more engaging for the users. According to a 
study of Nordh & Østby [38], these features engage people in parks and restore and promote their psychological well-being. 
Another study conducted by Edwards et al. [52] to find out which park features were the reason for an increase in the park 
usage by adolescents. This study also contributed in establishing an attractiveness score to find out the key factors 
influencing the users to use a particular park. Ajayi [53] recommended providing appropriate amenities for simulation of 
active living. To promote physical activity and park usage planners and designers must employ features such as skate parks, 
walking paths, barbeques, picnic tables, public toilets, court lighting, equipment, and the number of trees. Parks with more 
features are three times more popular among users [52]. Such open spaces indirectly influence and improve users’ health 
through various activities performed [53]. The quality of environmental attributes/Aesthetics such as water features, 
sculptures, variety of landscape, foliage and plants and views makes a park more engaging for the users [54].  
 
Marzukhi et al. [55] recommends that there must be activities in park that attract people to visit and surveillance agents 
themselves as defensible space concept is very important for safety of users of park. Implementing the defensible space 
concept in park design improves safety and promotes social interaction and healthy environment of neighborhood [56]. 
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) is another approach to reduce crime rates. It focuses on 
enhancing community engagement and social interaction through environmental design which ultimately makes it safer for 
residents. In urban environments, mental fatigue is caused by an overload of information. It is thus important to create 
restful and mentally sustaining environments as an escape [57]. A good neighborhood park can be beneficial for mental 
health, by creating environments that contribute to treating and reducing stress [58, 59]. By providing stimulating 
environments, the overwhelming urban life can be given a respite. The park’s design must aim to provide a deeper 
understanding of enhancing features for a healthy life [49]. Tracks and sidewalks are a key feature in parks promoting senior 
citizens physical activity with special emphasis on the walking surface. The width of the track as well as shaded seating areas 
in-between is very important in this context. Physical activities but in their respective zones are considered more appropriate 
in design [60].  
 
A comparative examination of community parks is essential to appreciate the diverse design techniques, facilities provided, 
and user preferences that affect park utilization and satisfaction [61]. Despite current studies, a comparison study that 
evaluates park design, amenities, and user preferences across different community parks is required.  This study would 
provide a better understanding of the characteristics that contribute to positive park experiences and influence evidence-
based park design and planning suggestions [18, 62]. The main objective is to look at the characteristics and elements of the 
parks that encourage frequent usage by families, young adults, kids, and seniors and to examine the similarities and 
differences between types of parks in terms of layout, amenities and patron preferences. This study intends to add to the 
body of knowledge on park usage dynamics offering scholarly insights into the causes of high or low user engagement in 
these parks. By delving deeper into these characteristics, we may gain a better understanding of park layouts and how well 
they cater to a wide range of visitors' preferences. 
 
2. Materials and Methods 
Lahore, the capital of Pakistan's Punjab Province, located on the banks of the river Ravi, covers an area of 11727 square 
kilometers, growing at a rate of 2.55% [63]. Lahore has 276 green belts and 828 parks, according to the Parks and 
Horticulture Authority Lahore [64]. The city has a number of beautiful parks where people can get away from the hustle and 
bustle of the city. Shalimar Gardens is a UNESCO World Heritage Site that has some of the most beautiful Mughal 
buildings and gardening. Lawrence Gardens, which is also called Bagh-e-Jinnah, has monuments and well-kept grounds. 
Gulshan-e-Iqbal Park and Jilani Park both have a lot of green space, places to play, and culture events. Model Town Park 
and Johar Town Park are both quiet places with places to run and play. Besides these big parks, Lahore also has a lot of 
smaller parks and green places spread out all over the city. The size and number of features of these parks vary, from small 
neighborhood parks to big recreation centers. Because all of Lahore's green areas or parks cannot be included into single 
research, the paper aims to conduct a comparative analysis of four neighborhood parks of two well-established residential 
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areas namely Shadman an area carrying the legacy of the colonial period yet blending well with the city’s urban fabric and 
Defence Housing Authority (DHA), a modern and the most sought-after residential area in Lahore.  
 
Respondents were teenagers, young adults, adults, middle age and old age from the neighborhoods of the Shadman colony 
and DHA-phase V. There was a number of total 85 participants, 55 from Shadman colony parks and 35 from DHA parks. 
The age of participants falls between 15-80 years. Park design, amenities, user preferences, and neighborhood satisfaction 
were investigated. Park neighborhoods are defined as areas within 400 m (a five-minute walk) of each park because this 
distance has been established in the literature as a requirement for frequent park use [65-67]. Park size, facilities, and user 
surveys, interviews, and observations are used to measure the variables. We learned about the strengths and weaknesses of 
the four community parks in Shadman, DHA Lahore and user preferences by analyzing these qualities, which will be helpful 
for future park design and management decisions. 
 
A flexible research methodology (survey) is employed as a tool for data collecting in order to accomplish the goal of this 
study. The elements from the research that were discussed in the preceding section were used to develop the questionnaire. 
In the first step, in order to determine the frequency and length of time that various demographic groups use the park, we 
did systematic observations of park activities and behaviors. These observations gathered qualitative information on the 
park's facilities, human interactions, and general ambience. During the second stage, we did surveys of the parks for two 
weekdays and on weekend days for four to six consecutive weeks to collect information on park usage trends and 
preferences. For this purpose, a formal questionnaire was created. Visitors to the park from various demographic groups, 
such as families, teenagers, young adults, adults and senior citizens, were asked that questionnaire to complete surveys. The 
survey asked the respondents about their overall park experience during their visits there and the reasons for visiting the 
parks. They were also asked about the cleanliness, facilities, amenities, seating, resting areas, maintenance, landscape in the 
park, their safety and security and their recommendation to the other park users or who want to visit the park. Lastly, a basic 
statistical analysis of the surveys and observational data is conducted to provide an overview of park usage trends and 
demographics of visitors. To determine the variations and similarities between the parks in Shadman Colony and DHA, a 
comparative study is carried out, concentrating on elements including park characteristics, accessibility, upkeep, safety, and 
community involvement. The statistical method Microsoft Excel is used to investigate the connections between park 
attributes, demographic variables, and the proportions of families, teenagers, young adults, adults and seniors who use the 
park.  
 
3. Results 
The study's findings are detailed below in terms of categories derived from systematic observation and respondent’s 
interview. These are: assessment of location and design elements, evaluation of park amenities and evaluation of user 
perception and satisfaction. The discussion incorporates data from interviews and systematic observation centered on three 
major themes variable to the study. 
 
3.1 Assessment of Design Elements  
All the four parks in Shadman colony and DHA are in the residential community. However, one of the parks, Ayesha Park, 
in Shadman colony is dedicated to women and children only. In the context of the comparative assessment of these 
community parks, the setting of parks in DHA Lahore is based on the contemporary urban park layout while the Shadman 
parks are designed at different centers within the residing community to make it more attractive. The residents walk to the 
parks due to their closer proximity which is not more than 10 meters. The neighborhood's proximity encouraged a healthy 
lifestyle. A convenient location allowed daily natural connection. All four parks are connected to the area without a 
dangerous junction. People can walk or drive to the parks since surrounding dwellings are close to them. However, the 
accessibility ramps/pathways for disabled people are missing in both parks of Shadman colony and there are no direction 
signs. 
                            
The quality of environmental attributes/Aesthetics such as water features, sculptures, variety of landscape, foliage and plants 
and views makes a park more engaging for the users. The well-maintained flower beds in DHA parks can be included as 
positive attributes adding to the aesthetic quality of the parks while at the Shadman parks, the flower beds are maintained 
but with only one or two varieties of flowers. It was observed that there was not much of the flower variety available 
however bushes, green areas, and trees were the additional elements contributing to the natural ambiance and pleasant 
setting of the DHA parks. The linear arrangement of the flower beds indicated that a contemporary metropolitan urban 
park layout had been followed in DHA parks (Fig. 1). The Shadman parks are well maintained but on simpler lines. The first 
Shadman Park has less greenery/shades and it is divided in two parts by a tiled walkway incorporated with swings and an 
open gym. The trees are aligned along the outer periphery of the park. Ayesha Park of Shadman is greener and has beautiful 
old trees in the center and along the periphery. The ground is lush green and well maintained with flower beds (Fig. 2). 
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Figure 1. DHA Parks Showcasing Exquisite Topiary Work with Trimmed Plants and Hedges. 

 

   
Figure 2. Shadman Parks Showcasing Flowers, Plants and Hedges. 

 
It is observed that features like a gazebo and pavilions were missing in both parks of DHA while in both parks of Shadman 
colony gazeboes are present in the center as focal point. However, one of the DHA parks has the fountain in the center as 
the focal point to enhance the aesthetics of the park. There are no special features like water bodies, sculptures in any of the 
four parks. Because selected parks fall in the category of community parks therefore it can be implied that heavy structures 
have been avoided as a conscious planning.   
 
3.2 Evaluation of Park Amenities   
Availability of amnesties makes a park more user-friendly. In terms of basic amenities, all the four parks under evaluation 
have very basic amnesties including the parking spaces and trash canes with hardly any rest rooms and drinking water 
facilities. In Shadman Parks, the walking tracks are thoughtfully provided on the perimeter of the parks whereas different 
areas of the park could be approached by paved walkways connected to the perimeter walkways. The length of these jogging 
tracks is about 600-800 meters. The placement of benches along the walking track is helpful for old age residents to take a 
breath during walk. The jogging track of DHA parks are about 700-1000 meters. All these tracks are shaded with the trees 
all along these tracks. The sidewalks all along the parks are also present there. In the Shadman Park-one, there is mosque 
connected to the park which is used for communal gatherings like Eid and funeral prayers and there is also a community 
marketplace across the road on one side of the park. However, the Ayesha Park Shadman caters only light walking and 
jogging (Figure 2). Though these parks do not have any specialized sports area like tennis, badminton or football, but the 
teenager boys in the Shadman park-one use it to play cricket and other sports. 
 
The findings regarding sports facilities revealed that these parks are not sports-oriented owing to the designated small area. 
Secondly, these parks are characterized as neighborhood parks catering to light jogging /walking and casual recreational 
activities. The short-distance trail again indicated light exercise activity areas in the parks. Parks in a relatively new sector of 
Phase-V and Shadman park-one feature an open gym as well. It is observed that the well-maintained facility is majorly used 
by middle-aged residents with an age group of 40 and above in the DHA parks while by the teenagers and young adults in 
the Shadman parks. Despite the absence of any designated areas for sports facilities, the playground equipment like swings, 
slides and fun things to climb on are present there in all the four parks (Table 1). The inclusion of an open gym specifies the 
provision of modern quality amenities in the pocket parks of DHA. 
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Table 1 Features Showcasing Different Facilities in Shadman Colony and DHA Parks Lahore. 

Features DHA Park 1 DHA Park 2 Shadman Park 1  Ayesha Park Shadman 

Playground Equipment for Children 
Play set or structure √ - √ √ 
Things to hang from √ √ √ √ 
Things to slide down √ √ √ √ 
Functional stairs, ladders and ramps - - √ - 
Fun things to climb on √ √ √ - 

Swings  √ √ √ √ 

Pictorial References                                                      
Sports facilities 
Basketball court - - - - 
Tennis court - - - - 

Volleyball court - - - - 
None of  the above √ √ √ √ 
Seating available 
Benches scattered throughout the park √ √ √ √ 
     
Outdoor seating areas √ √ √ √ 
Shade structures or shelters 
Pergolas or gazebos - - √ √ 

Shade trees or umbrellas √ √ √ √ 

Covered picnic areas - - √ √ 

 
                
Facilities for active recreation 
Fitness equipment or exercise stations √ - √ - 

Running or jogging paths √ √ √ √ 

 
Another significant research finding refers to the prohibition of picnic activities in DHA parks. This policy highlights not 
only the regulations of the housing society but also manifests the preferences and social set-up of the locality. On the other 
hand, Despite of small size of the Shadman community parks, picnic activities take place and are not prohibited by any laws 
of Shadman society. It is observed that in the context of the condition and maintenance of the amenities within each park 
are varying. Most of the amenities in the DHA parks are well-maintained and in good working condition while in Shadman 
parks, the overall upkeep of the amenities is bad to fair except for the seating, paved tracks and trash cans. Similarly, the 
cleanliness with respect to different aspects in DHA parks are from mostly to extremely while in Shadman Parks, the overall  
upkeep of cleanliness is from somewhat to mostly.  
 
3.3 Evaluation of User Perception and Satisfaction 
The demographic data of  DHA parks shows that the parks are primarily visited by women, with almost double the ratio of  
women to men. The demographic composition leads to the social environment of  the area and women’s involvement in 
outdoor activities, The demographic data of  Shadman Parks revealed that these parks are visited by women, children and 
men of  all age groups. The Shadman park-one is more popular among children because it is open to all, in contrast to the 
Ayesha Park where only women and children are allowed. This demographic composition shows that the society is very 
perceptive to the needs of  women involvement and relaxation through outdoor space while the DHA parks are more 
popular in middle age and adults rather than old age or teenagers.  
 
The survey covered various aspects of  the park in terms of  park visit, reasons for visit and the overall experience of  the 
respondents with respect to the different age groups. The respondents were interviewed with respect to their satisfaction 
about the amenities including cleanliness, seating, resting areas, security, accessibility for disabled and old citizens, 
landscaping, and overall maintenance. Majority of  the respondents in Shadman and DHA parks were satisfied regarding 
overall experience (Table 2). The ratio of  dissatisfied respondents is also very low in Shadman parks. Old age citizens in 
Shadman parks were more satisfied as compared to the DHA parks where adults and middle-aged people were more 
satisfied rather than old citizens. In Shadman parks, 51% of  the respondents visit the park daily while in DHA parks only 
10% respondents visit the parks daily while more than half  respondents visit rerely. Overall the ratio of  visiting the shadman 
parks on frequent basis is more than the DHA parks. As discussed above, according to the satisfaction level, majority of  the 
old age citizen of  shadman parks visit the park daily than the DHA parks where middle age or adults ratio is a bit more than 
the old age citizens.  
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In Shadman parks, mostly respondents visit the park to spend their time with family/friends, to enjoy the nature/ green 
spaces and for recreation. While the respondents of  DHA parks vsiit the park for physical activity, and some of  them to 
spend their time with family/friends, to enjoy the nature/ green spaces. However, both communities differ here in a way 
that the respondents of  DHA are not interested for any kind of  leisure or recreation while the respondents of  Shadman are 
not fond of  physical activities in the parks.  Rather they have most interest in nature/green spaces and recreation as the 
majority of  the respondents are old age  and teenagers while the majority of  respondents in DHA parks are adults or middle 
age who are most interested in physical activity while the teenagers are mostly interested to socialize with their friends.  
The in-depth study of  the parks in both communities indicated a comprehensive positive perception of  the users. The 
evaluated level of  satisfaction is on the higher side of  fulfillment about the amenities in the parks. In both communities, 
almost 50% of  respondents are completely satisfied. Only 20-27% of  middle aged and adults are in the favor of  further 
improvement in the parks of  both communities.  The evaluation level of  satisfaction about cleanliness is also on the higher 
side. 53% of  respondents of  Shadman parks and 33 % of  DHA are satisfied. According to their perception, these parks are 
mostly clean while somewhat from 22-37% are having the average observation while 20-23% are in the favor of  very clean. 
According to adults and teenagers of  both communities, the parks are clean most of  the time. The respondents (93%) of  
Shadman parks are satisfied with seating and resting facilities while 57% of  DHA parks are completely satisfied. All the age 
groups of  both communities are also satisfied with the seating and resting facilities. 
 

Table 2 Bar Graphs showing various aspects in Shadman Colony and DHA Parks Lahore 

 
 

Shadman Parks DHA Parks Shadman Parks DHA Parks 

Overall, Park Experience User perception about Amenities 

Overall visits in the Parks User satisfaction about cleanliness 

Reason of visits in the parks User Satisfaction about seating and resting 
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Most of  the respondents of  both communities expressed satisfaction regarding safety and security but females are bit 
concerned and viewed safety in numbers. The Ayesha Park Shadman is considered safer by them due to male prohibition 
rule. About 43-49% feel safe most of  the time in the parks of  both communities while 36-37% do not feel safe all the time. 
As per the respondents’ point of  view, all the parks are considered safe most of  the time because of  proper lighting. In both 
communities, 65-70% respondent of  recommended others to visit these parks while 30-35% recommended some 
reservations. the age groups are also in the favor of  recommendation in the parks of  both communities. 
 
4 Discussion 
The result from the findings covers the qualities and characteristics of  four selected parks, emphasizing their accessibility, 
environmental aesthetics, and the presence or lack of  specific amenities. The parks are close to residential areas, with 
distances varying from 3.5 to 10 meters from the nearest residence. This encourages residents to walk and provides 
convenient access, which contributes to a healthy lifestyle [34, 35]. Additionally, parking facilities are offered for visitors who 
arrive by car. It has been noticed that the parks in Shadman colony lack accessibility ramps/pathways for impaired people, as 
well as guidance signs. This suggests that modifications are needed to ensure inclusion and ease of  navigation inside the 
parks. The quality of  environmental features and aesthetics has a significant impact on park appeal and engagement. The 
DHA parks are regarded as having well-kept flower beds, various sceneries, foliage, and trees, all of  which contribute to a 
pleasant and natural environment. The Shadman parks, on the other hand, feature simpler aesthetics, with fewer flower 
kinds but still retaining greenery through bushes, trees, and well-kept lawns. 
 
The DHA parks have a modern metropolitan urban park layout with linear flower bed designs. However, both parks in 
Shadman colony have gazebos as focal points, and the first park includes swings and an open gym. A fountain serves as the 
main point of  one of  the DHA parks. None of  the parks have water features or sculptures, implying a deliberate design 
decision, maybe due to their status as pocket parks. Tracks and sidewalks are a significant feature that promote walkability 
around the park and physical activity especially among senior citizens [41, 42, 43, 44 60].  All the parks have sidewalks and 
benches around their perimeters, providing pedestrians with safe and convenient walkways.  Shadman Park-One features a 
mosque linked to it that is utilized for public gatherings, as well as a community mart nearby. While the parks lack 
specialized sports grounds, youngsters in Shadman Park-One use the limited open space to play cricket and other sports. 
Despite their modest size, the parks all contain playground equipment such as swings, slides, and climbing structures to cater 
to children's recreational activities. One of  the DHA and Shadman parks has an open gym, which provides modern 
amenities for exercise and fitness. The open gym is mostly used by middle-aged inhabitants in DHA parks, while youths and 
young adults prefer to utilize it in Shadman parks. 
 
DHA parks have a policy barring picnic activity, reflecting the housing society's policies and societal preferences. Picnic 
activities, on the other hand, are permitted at the Shadman parks. The state and cleanliness of  park amenities vary. Most 
amenities in DHA parks are well-maintained and in good functioning order, whereas in Shadman parks, overall care ranges 
from poor to fair, apart from chairs, paved paths, and garbage cans. The cleanliness of  DHA parks ranges from mainly to 
highly clean, while Shadman parks range from somewhat to mostly clean. DHA parks generally attract female visitors, with a 
much larger female to male ratio. Shadman parks, on the other hand, are frequented by women, children, and men of  all 
ages. Shadman Park-One is very popular among youngsters because it is available to everyone, whereas Ayesha Park is only 
for women and children. This implies that the Shadman community is sensitive to women's needs and provides leisure areas, 
whereas DHA parks are more popular with middle-aged and adult visitors. 
 
Most responders in both Shadman and DHA parks were pleased with their entire park experience. In Shadman parks, 34% 
of  respondents were very satisfied, while 37% were satisfied and 43% were very satisfied in DHA parks. In either park, 
there were no dissatisfied replies. Older people were more satisfied in Shadman parks than in DHA parks, where adults and 
middle-aged persons were more satisfied (Fig. 3). According to Zhai & Baran [60], senior citizens have their personal 
preferences on features they like or dislike. Mostly they liked soft tracks preferably 3-3.9 meters wide with a sprinkling of  
seating for rest, trees, flowers and water bodies. They prefer these pathways slightly away from main activity zones and visual 
landmarks.   
 

 
Fig. 3. Comparison of  Overall Park Experience. 

 
In Shadman parks, 51% of  respondents attend every day, whereas in DHA parks, only 10% visit daily, with more than half  
visiting only infrequently. Shadman parks have a larger proportion of  frequent visitors overall (Fig. 4). Shadman parks have a 
higher proportion of  senior residents than DHA parks, which have a higher proportion of  middle-aged and adult visitors. 
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Respondents primarily visit Shadman parks to spend time with family/friends, enjoy nature/green areas, and indulge in 
recreation. Respondents frequent DHA parks for physical activity, to spend time with family/friends, and to enjoy 
nature/green areas. However, there is a difference in preferences between the two populations, with DHA respondents 
favoring leisure or recreation and Shadman respondents favoring physical activities (Fig. 5).  
 

 
Fig. 4. Comparison of  Frequency to Visit Park. 

 

 
Fig. 5. Comparison of  Reasons for Park Visit. 

 
Overall, both communities had a favorable impression of  the park's amenities. The degree of  satisfaction was high, with 
over half  of  those polled expressing perfect pleasure. Only 20-27% of  middle-aged and adult respondents thought there 
was room for development (Fig. 6). The level of  satisfaction with cleanliness, was likewise largely good, with variances 
depending on age groups and gender concerns (Fig. 7). One of  the respondents remarking on the community’s involvement 
reminiscing about the past said that patients from nearby mental hospital used to take care of  the garden as a hobby which 
also helped them with the community engagement. Another senior resident of  Ayesha Park talked about her daily walking 
experience and elaborated that she hardly got the driver and car to herself  to go any other parks. So, its very convenient for 
her to visit this park in terms of  accessibility.  
 

 
Fig. 6. Comparison of  Facilities and Amenities as per need. 

 
 

 
Fig. 7.  Comparison of  cleanliness of  parks. 
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Most respondents were satisfied with seating and resting places (Fig. 8). Though Shadman parks have a variety of  seating 
options like benches and Gazebos but the latter is not found in DHA parks. A gazebo is the kind of  seating which is most 
enjoyed by visitors that come with family for recreation. The level of  satisfaction with safety and security, and the likelihood 
of  recommending the parks to others was, overall, favorable, but there were some disparities based on age groups (Figs. 9 & 
10).  

 
 

Fig. 8.   Comparison of  Seating and Resting Places. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Fig. 9. Comparison of  Safety and Security. 

 

 
Fig. 10. Comparison of  Recommendation to Others. 

 
5 Conclusion 
Based on discussion above the research study compared four community parks, two from Defence Housing Authority 
(DHA) and two from Shadman respectively These parks cater to a varied range of age groups and genders, and the DHA 
parks mostly attract women, while the Shadman parks welcome visitors of all ages and genders. The parks in Shadman are 
more accommodating to women and children, and they pay attention to the requirements they have. The findings of the 
survey emphasize the significance of parks in terms of their role in providing members of the community with spaces that 
are easily accessible and well-maintained. Both DHA and Shadman parks are designed to cater to the specific tastes and 
requirements of their respective local communities, and as a result, they each include a distinct set of traits and amenities.  
In general, respondents from both communities acknowledged a high level of contentment with their time spent in the park. 
Many respondents had satisfactory opinions regarding the availability of utilities, the cleanliness of the sitting, and the level 
of safety. When compared to DHA parks, Shadman parks have a higher frequency of daily visitors, which indicates a larger 
reliance on these spaces for day-to-day recreation and leisure pursuits. On the other hand, adults and people in the middle 
years of their lives are the demographic that most frequently visits DHA parks. The parks chosen show efforts to provide 
accessible green areas for citizens, with varied levels of environmental beauty and characteristics. The DHA parks prioritize 
well-kept flower beds and natural ambiance, whilst the Shadman parks emphasize greenery with gazebos as focal points. 
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Overall, the parks appear to have been created with functionality and simplicity in mind, catering to the needs of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Different groups have different reasons for visiting parks, thus the explanations for why people go to parks are also 
different. Visitors to Shadman Parks place a higher value on spending time with family and friends, appreciating nature, and 
participating in recreational activities, whereas visitors to DHA park are more interested in engaging in active pursuits. Each 
of the two groups of parks features a selection of standard amenities, including seating areas, walking paths, and playground 
apparatus. However, Shadman parks include a wider range of amenities, such as open gyms, gazebos, and pavilions, whereas 
DHA parks put more of an emphasis on well-kept flower beds and a modern design plan. Parking spots and trash cans are 
provided in all four parks. However, all parks lack bathrooms and drinking water, indicating a constraint in terms of 
convenience and comfort for park visitors. 
 
The Shadman Parks contain walking paths that link to paved walkways travelling to various sections inside the park. Jogging 
paths range in length from 600 to 1000 meters in both Shadman and DHA parks, giving chances for fitness and physical 
activity. Elderly citizens can rest on benches built along the tracks. The survey results show that both DHA and Shadman 
parks are usually well-liked by the people of the neighborhood. The parks appeal to various populations and provide a 
variety of attractions, resulting in a wide range of preferences and experiences. While DHA parks generally attract female 
visitors and emphasize physical activities, Shadman parks appeal to women, children, and men of all ages by offering 
relaxation, green spaces, and recreational options. Overall contentment, cleanliness, seating amenities, safety, and security 
were all rated positively in both communities, contributing to the parks' satisfactory impression. Most people who 
responded to the survey in both areas said that they would suggest the parks to their friends and family members. This 
suggests that people have a favorable impression of the park facilities and are satisfied with the park. 
This research would contribute towards understanding user preferences of  the target audience.  By taking these findings into 
consideration, urban planners and park administrators in Lahore would be able to further improve the overall experience of  
the park and better meet the varied needs of  park visitors. These factors would provide a deeper understanding of  
enhancing features contributing to healthier neighborhoods, specifically designed on the principles of  mindfulness of  the 
users.  
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