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Abstract: Accessibility, the size of the land area, the design and build quality, and the number of parks
and their correlation with population density are key elements in fostering ecological spatial equity
within cities. This study analyzed different spatial equity attributes of existing parks in Kabul City
using onsite observations, measurement analyses, and mapping and buffering of satellite imagery
using computer-aided design methods. The results revealed that, presently, 309 ha of urban land
is covered by parks, which accounts for 0.78% of the total land area of 394.78 km2. On average, a
quarter of city residents can access a park with basic amenities within 300 to 600 m of their residence,
and parks currently provide a land coverage distribution per resident of 0.69 m2. However, the
majority of parks lack certain amenities like playground and sports facilities desired by different user
groups. This article also explored the inequitable distribution of parks at the city scale, underlining
the scarcity or concentration of parks in certain areas and stressing the importance of allocating
additional land for park provision.

Keywords: public parks; spatial equity; accessibility; Kabul City

1. Introduction

Cities are sizeable human settlements; however, although they provide solace and
prosperity for their residents, they also pose significant health and environmental risks [1,2].
Urban stress in cities adversely affects human health and is often associated with higher
population and housing density, lack of green space, congestion, noise, air and water pollu-
tion, and various patterns of inner-city socioecological conditions [1–4]. Tackling various
urban stressors caused by human isolation from nature, most importantly from green
spaces, is commonly believed to be a multidimensional challenge that is directly related
to numerous urban elements and their configuration, especially public green parks [5,6].
Thus, establishing and extending the green spaces within cities has long been studied and
used as a tool to overcome or reduce threats to health [7,8].

Urban public parks are considered critical landscape elements of towns and cities and
offer several environmental and social benefits [2,4,7,9]. They sustain healthy ecosystems,
deliver clean air and water, and accelerate natural resource conservation [9]. Parks not only
play a significant role in a city’s vitality and livability but also promote and foster increased
health and living standards, resulting in better mental health and reduced stress levels
for residents [6–9]. Additionally, parks provide multiple indirect health benefits, which
can be manifested in the provision of opportunities for physical and social recreational
activities [10,11]. Moreover, parks are defined as egalitarian city services that bind different
socioeconomic classes of society while nurturing a sense of community and vitality [12].

Urban settings in different countries have significant inequalities in the distribution of
physical infrastructure that affect residents’ quality of life; for example, residents in historic
quarters of Changting in China, Glasgow in the UK and Berlin in Germany suffer from lack
of access to basic services such as transportation, health care, and green space [1,3,13–17].
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The positive and negative aspects, i.e., the health risks from being distanced from nature
and the benefits of being close to it, are not homogeneously distributed throughout major
cities [18,19]. When looking at deprived urban areas within a city, it is easy to conclude
that residents are at greater health risks from natural and manmade hazards, including
natural disasters, pollution, noise, and traffic toxicity [20]. In these deprived areas, access
to the natural ecosystem is limited, especially in terms of access to natural landscapes,
and there is a disparity between high population density and the low coverage of green
space [3,5,7,13,15].

During the past three decades, the theme of spatial equity, which includes distribution,
availability, and access to public resources, has received much attention in urban planning
and urban design contexts [5]. Broadly, spatial equity refers to the equitable and equal
distribution of facilities and services in a space at any scale according to density, i.e., from
the small scale of a neighborhood to the large scale of a city [21], and it has been defined
and measured in different ways, depending on the value systems of justice, fairness, and
need [22]. A review of the relevant literature identified various methods of spatial equity
measurement and quantification [23]; researchers usually measure spatial equity using
horizontal and vertical approaches. Horizontal equity is the equal dissemination of re-
sources to all social classes in a society, whereas vertical equity involves the dissemination
of services corresponding to the requirements of each class [24,25]. Conversely, spatial
equity can be defined as the reasonable expansion of land use in both social and economic
contexts, and the equitable flow of services and goods from governing bodies [26]. Gener-
ally, spatial equity focuses on the spatial assessment of the distribution of urban amenities
and the differences among the receipt of these facilities by various regions, whereas the
opposite (inequity) denotes the inappropriate and inequitable distribution of resources to
one particular group or region [3,27,28].

Generally, studies on spatial equity involve measuring accessibility [29]. Spatial equity
is used as an indicator to determine the attainment of equity by measuring geographical or
physical ease of access/ease of use to the entire population of the study area, irrespective
of where or how people live [22,30–38]. Furthermore, researchers such as Penchansky and
Thomas [39] and Smith [40] believed that spatial equity requires the provision of equal
access for all and is measured by the spatial proximity to basic public facilities, including
hospitals, schools, and markets. In this view, access is perceived as a geographic or spatial
distance. Many studies over the past few decades have focused on the provision of parks
in city centers, whereas more recent investigations have explored and examined spatial
inequalities between city centers and metropolitan areas in terms of the availability of and
access to parks [41–45]. Moreover, discussing the psychological, cultural, and economic
importance of urban public parks allows the access issue to be further conceptualized as a
critical measure of equity [46].

Finally, the term urban public park usually refers to public open green spaces with
playgrounds and seating areas [9]. For cities to attain spatial equity of their public parks,
first and foremost, there must be enough parks, and sufficient land must be allocated for
their provision [2,3,27,28]. In terms of accessibility and distribution within the wider city
area, each resident must have equitable access [6–8,15,18,26,28]. With the abovementioned
research progression in mind, this study was devised with the aim of exploring and
assessing the spatial equity of public parks in the context of an expanding city. Hence,
the main goal of this study is to identify the disparities related to the accessibility and
provision of urban public parks in Kabul; specifically, to assess the distance from public
parks to residential areas, explore agglomeration and the disordered distribution patterns
of parks at a city scale, and determine the ratio of urban land allocated to parks per capita.

2. Materials and Methods

The capital city of Kabul has a cold, semi-arid climate and is the largest city in
Afghanistan. It is located in the east of the country along the Kabul River and south of
the Hindu Kush mountains. The city is divided into 22 precincts, with a total population
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of 4.4 million people living in 16 of those (precincts 1–13 and 15–17). The 16 municipal
precincts comprise 394.78 km2 of urban land, which is concentrated in the city’s central
districts, whereas the remaining 6 peripheral precincts comprise agricultural land and
villages. This study focuses on the urban land concentrated in the city center.

Precinct 1 is located centrally as it embodies the Kabul Old City, which originated
3500 years ago and established its contemporary basic structure during the 1940s and
1950s [47]. Gradually, the Old City’s surrounding areas have undergone urbanization by
conversion of farmland to residential areas. Regions bordering the western to northwestern
part of the city center are planned urban area based on the 1964–78 Master Plans. They
encompass parts of precincts 2, 3, 5, 10, and 15, and most of the precincts 4 and 11; small
sections of precincts 7, 8, 16, and 17 also fall in this domain. In precincts 16 and 17 large-scale
urban development occurred post-2001 based on the 1978 Master Plan. Almost all areas of
precinct 6 were urbanized after 1919 prior to the 1964 Master Plan preparation. The residual
areas in precincts 7, 9, and 10 and almost all areas of the precinct 13 have been converted
to residential areas in past two decades; construction works are carried out without the
legal permission and for sales purposes [48]. Rapid population increase reinforced the
expansion of unplanned residential area in several precincts. Some settlements occupy
public property and are found in both the city center and its surroundings areas, especially
on the hilly areas designated by the 1978 Master Plan as woodlands [47]. Overall, looking
at Kabul’s urban character, an obvious pattern of political centrality prevails more than
the hierarchical pattern in social, ecological, or economical centralities. This matrix along
with the land-use classification according to function was established in the first Master
Plan prepared for the city in 1964 [49]. Significant alterations materialized post-2001, and
the proposed ecological land uses are now occupied by residential settlements [48].

Data collection in this study was carried out in two phases; the first phase comprised
locating and measuring the land area of each park in the specified precincts using satellite
images, whereas the second phase comprised onsite measurements and field observations
for validating the first phase results and further analyzing the parks’ amenities and imme-
diate surroundings. Overall, the basic aim for two-phase data collection was nurturing the
credibility and balancing the weaknesses for accurate information convergence [50].

Calculations in this study were based on 2017 satellite images of Kabul produced
by Sentinel 2-A (resolution 10 m, time series 2017-01-12 T06:12:19.671Z to T06:22:25.777Z
and 2017-06-01 T06:15:10.373Z to T06:22:44.952Z) freely acquired from the European Space
Agency (ESA) website, and broad sets of onsite measurement and unobtrusive observation
with the help of one research assistant, which was carried out between March 2018 and
August 2019 (early morning until evening on one weekday; days were defined by good
weather) [50]. This phase was conducted by measuring 21 parks’ land area using a tape
meter for drawing preparation and assessing all 65 existing parks’ amenities and related
activities through observation; whereas the demographic data were taken from the updated
2020 census published by Afghanistan’s National Statistics and Information Authority [51].
These three data resources were arranged and linked within a Geographic Information
System (GIS) framework (ArcGIS 10.5). The density-related statistics and disparities in
park provision yielded two spatial equity parameters; namely, the park coverage ratio per
region’s area and the park area per region’s population. The relevant equations for one
region (precinct 1) are as follows:

PCA1 = TP1/RA1 (1)

PAP1 = TP1/AP1 (2)

where PCA is the park coverage ratio per precinct’s area and PAP is the park area per
capita (of the precinct’s population) (m2), TP is the total area of the parks in the precinct
(m2), AP is the precinct’s population (number of people), and RA is the precinct’s area (m2).
The PCA index, by combining the area of the existent parks in a precinct and dividing
it to the precinct’s surface area, denotes place-based equity, whereas the PAP index, by
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combining the area of the existent parks in a precinct and dividing it by the precinct’s
population, denotes population-based equity. The relevant distance from a resident’s home
to the park was measured to determine the accessibility of a park [30–37,52–55]. Two
methods are commonly used to analyze accessibility within GIS: the Euclidian distance,
and network analysis [56–58]. This study used a Euclidian distance analysis, which is
the preferred approach utilized by previous researchers for spatial equity investigations
and proposed by the World Health Organization as an accessibility indicator analysis for
urban green space [57,59]. The method was applied to calculate a park’s surrounding
serviceability area per resident along with the overlapping serviceability areas of some
parks. A park’s serviceability area is presumed to include an offset area perpendicular to
the park’s peripheral boundary, which is usually a fair and acceptable walking distance. In
this context, researchers often divide parks into four categories [60,61]:

1. District parks: covering more than 8000 m2 of land, the buffer radius can extend more
than 750 m to the park’s outer boundary.

2. Vicinity parks: covering 4000 to 8000 m2 of land, the buffer radius can extend from
650 to 750 m to the park’s outer boundary.

3. Local parks: covering 4000 to 5000 m2 of land, the buffer radius can extend from 300
to 375 m to the park’s outer boundary.

4. Neighborhood parks: covering less than 5000 m2 of land, the buffer radius can extend
from 220 to 250 m to the park’s outer boundary.

Furthermore, municipality officials propose three categories of parks: city, precinct,
and neighborhood based on their visual characteristics, without the predefined criterions
for park land area and serviceability radius. The World Health Organization mandated
that each citizen should not be more than 300 m (linear distance) away from a park with an
area between 0.5 and 1 ha [62]. This study used radius buffer distances of 300 and 600 m
for neighborhood and city parks, respectively, to accommodate the differences in the sizes
of land areas. For precinct parks, a variable buffer radius of between 300 and 600 m was
used (average of 450 m) (see Table 1 for details). Finally, a GIS buffering instrument was
used to draw a buffer zone for each park that indicated the park’s serviceability area based
on the abovementioned categories and the amount of land coverage [33,34]. Using other
software tools, the intersecting serviceability areas of various parks were then mapped.
Consequently, the MS Excel and Autodesk AutoCAD software were used to present the
study findings through tables and drawings.

Table 1. Classification of parks in Kabul City. Categories are proposed by The Greenery Department
of Kabul Municipality, statistics are derived from the research.

Category Number of Parks Area (m2) Serviceability Radius (m)

Neighborhood park 43 348,949 300
Precinct park 16 580,730 450

City park 6 2,164,924 600

Total 65 3,094,603

3. Results

Kabul City has 65 functioning public parks occupying a total of 309 ha [63,64]. By
adopting the previously discussed four categories of urban park area standards and The
Greenery Department of Kabul Municipality proposal (see the results in Table 1), the three
categories of this classification can be demonstrated. Figure 1 illustrates the location of
existing parks in Kabul City’s precinct plan.
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Figure 1. Kabul City precincts with existing public parks.

The findings suggest that presently in Kabul, 0.78% of urban land is covered by parks,
occupying 3.09 km2 of a total urban land area of 394.78 km2. Furthermore, the city’s
parkland coverage distribution per capita is 0.69 m2. Comparing these figures with the
international and regional park standards highlights the acute underprovision of parks in
Kabul. For example, in major cities, the park area per resident is averaged at 10.2 m2 [64],
which is more than 10 times that in Kabul (see Table 2). The World Health Organization
suggests 9 m2 of green space per capita in a city for residents’ quality of life and ecological
sustenance [59]. The per capita statistics for precincts 1, 2, and 3 in the highly urbanized
city center are 0.29, 0.32, and 0.28 m2, respectively. In these precincts, 0.73%, 0.68%, and
0.53% of the total urban land are covered by parks, respectively.

Table 2. Park area per capita in different cities (m2).

Region Year Park Area per Capita Region Year Park Area per Capita

Tokyo 2020 5.73 Berlin 2018 11.67
Seoul 2019 4.38 London 2018 16.16

New York 2019 13.56 Kabul 2020 0.69

Calculations of PCA and PAP in the municipality of Kabul yields that parks comprise
3.5% of the surface area of precinct 4, giving it a slightly higher status than the other
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districts. In this precinct, the park area per capita is 1.1 m2. Conversely, only 0.08% of the
total surface area of precinct 16 is covered by parks, and the park area per capita in this
precinct is only 0.1 m2. Precinct 13 has insufficient provision of parks, and Table 3 presents
further statistics.

Table 3. Park area, per capita area, land coverage, and precinct information.

Precinct
Number

RA (Precinct
Surface

Area) (km2)

Precinct
Density

(Person/km2)

AP (Precinct
Population)

Total
Number of

Parks in
the

Precinct

TP (Total
Area of
Parks in

the Precinct)
(ha)

PAP (Park
Area per

Capita) (m2)

PCA
(Proportion of
Park Coverage

Area per
Precinct) (%)

1 4.68 25,189 117,810 3 3.4 0.29 0.73
2 6.77 21,179 143,303 4 4.6 0.32 0.68
3 9.23 18,767 173,165 4 4.9 0.28 0.53
4 11.6 31,753 369,455 10 40.6 1.10 3.50
5 29.3 11,667 341,413 5 6.3 0.18 0.22
6 49.1 7685 377,649 3 4.9 0.13 0.10
7 32.6 13,875 451,758 2 22.0 0.49 0.67
8 48.5 7750 375,646 4 89.8 2.39 1.85
9 24.5 13,281 325,026 2 1.1 0.03 0.04
10 13 30,663 398,589 2 28.3 0.71 2.18
11 17.4 17,954 312,097 11 30.6 0.98 1.76
12 34.8 1647 57,357 6 7.4 1.29 0.21
13 46.7 5648 263,662 0 0.0 0.00 0.00
15 32.1 13,267 426,448 6 5.4 0.13 0.17
16 25.2 7353 185,183 2 1.9 0.10 0.08
17 56 2070 115,989 1 57.0 4.91 1.02

Total city
surface urban
area = 394.78

(km2)

Average density
in Kabul City =

11,958
(people/km2)

Total city
population =
4.4 (million

people)

Total
number of

parks
citywide = 65

Total park
area

citywide =
309 (ha)

Park area per
capita

citywide =
0.69 (m2)

Proportion of
park coverage
area citywide =

0.78 (%)

Roughly, 20.5% of Kabul’s urban land area, accommodating 0.9 million people, is
covered only by one to three park serviceability areas. The accessibility areas of two parks
intersect with each other in 1.72% of the city’s urban land, which is home to approximately
one out of every 45 of the city’s inhabitants. Roughly 3.54 million people of the city’s total
population do not live within the serviceability area of at least one park, whereas in other
regions of the city, there is an overlap in the serviceability areas of four parks (see Tables 4
and 5 and Figure 2 for more details).

Table 4. Overlapping park serviceability areas in Kabul City.

Number of Overlapping Park
Serviceability Areas Overlap Area (m2)

Proportion of City Surface
Covered by Overlapping Parks (%)

Number of Residents in the
Overlapping Area (Persons)

Two overlapping parks 6781,543 1.72 81,094
Three overlapping parks 379,978 0.10 4544
Four overlapping parks 283,580 0.07 3391

Five or more overlapping parks None
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Table 5. Park categories, serviceability area per category in different precincts, and number of residents with no access to park in Kabul City.

Pr
ec

in
ct

Park
Categories

Number
of Parks

per
Category

Serviceability
Radius (m)

Cumulative
Park Area

(m2)

Cumulative
Service-
ability

Area (m2)

Precinct
Surface Area
Not Covered
by Any Park
Service Area

(m2)

Proportion of
Precinct

Surface Area
Covered by
Park Service

(%)

Number of
Residents
with No
Access to

Park

1
Neigh. park 2 300 3500 757,930

2,623,147 43.95 66,074Precinct park 1 450 30,972 1,131,642
City park Nonexistent

2
Neigh. park 3 300 13,611 1,299,563

4,348,368 35.77 92,094Precinct park 1 450 32,968 1,102,152
City park Nonexistent

3
Neigh. park 1 300 4284 364,733

6,476,237 29.83 121,540Precinct park 3 450 44,686 3,472,810
City park Nonexistent

4
Neigh. park 7 300 39,517 2,974,067

4,963,801 57.21 157,616Precinct park 2 450 94,777 2,421,431
City park 1 600 270,613 3,307,745

5
Neigh. park 3 300 20,653 1,390,835

24,711,031 15.66 288,304Precinct park 2 450 42,677 2,205,958
City park Nonexistent

6
Neigh. park 2 300 1481 913,247

46,112,985 6.08 354,378Precinct park 1 450 47,861 1,348,772
City park Nonexistent

7
Neigh. park Nonexistent

27,091,377 16.90 375,893Precinct park Nonexistent
City park 2 600 220,352 4,667,926

8
Neigh. park 1 300 4655 2,873,481

41,855,344 13.70 324,379Precinct park 2 450 69,557 2,419,244
City park 1 600 823,676 4,948,631

9
Neigh. park 2 300 11,012 784,763

23,411,692 4.44 310,931Precinct park Nonexistent
City park Nonexistent

10
Neigh. park Nonexistent

8,728,171 32.86 267,632Precinct park 1 450 12,948 1,317,702
City park 1 600 270,810 3,203,413

11
Neigh. park 9 300 117,666 4,261,317

11,020,026 36.67 197,854Precinct park 2 450 189,281 3,496,571
City park Nonexistent

12
Neigh. park 6 300 74,309 3,178,707

31,201,992 10.34 51,390Precinct park Nonexistent
City park Nonexistent

13
Neigh. park Nonexistent

46,700,000 0.00 263,762Precinct park Nonexistent
City park Nonexistent

15
Neigh. park 6 300 54,426 2,178,205

29,439,479 8.29 390,574Precinct park Nonexistent
City park Nonexistent

16
Neigh. park 1 300 3835 353,967

23,411,692 7.10 172,146Precinct park 1 450 15,003 957,223
City park Nonexistent

17
Neigh. park Nonexistent

50,718,458 9.43 104,987Precinct park Nonexistent
City park 1 600 579,473 3,743,120

Total city surface area not
covered by any park

serviceability area = 383 (km2)

Total proportion of city surface area covered
by a park serviceability area = 20.5 (%)

Total citywide population with no access to a
park = 3.54 (million people)
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In the northern areas of the city (precincts 4 and 11), parks are distanced more equitably
in terms of accessibility (Figure 2). Conversely, in the central, southern, and eastern parts
of Kabul, most people live beyond the reach of a park serviceability area. Urban areas with
the highest intersection of park serviceability buffer zones can be found in two distinct
parts of the city’s northern fringes. Overall, newly built neighborhoods and townships
offer residents better access to public parks, which is also the case in precincts 4 and 11.

This study further investigated park serviceability areas according to the buffers
drawn around them (see Tables 4 and 5 for the data); the results reveal that in four precincts
(4, 8, 12, and 17), which house 0.92 million people (20.9% of the city’s total population),
each individual potentially benefits from more than 1 m2 of park area. In more than half
of the city’s urban area, which contains more than 60% of the city’s population, the land
allocated for parks is approximately 0.5 m2 per capita, whereas in precincts 10 and 11,
more than 15% of the population that reside in more than 10% of the urban land area have
approximately 1 m2 of park area per capita.

In precincts 4, 11, and 15, which are located in the northern parts of the city (Figure 2),
a significant number of neighborhood parks are situated in close proximity, resulting in a
high overlap of serviceability areas. Conversely, the existence of large parks in precincts 8,
10, and 17 contributes to a park area of between 0.7 and 4.91 m2 per capita.

On the other hand, looking at the possible barriers surrounding the parks, residents’
access to 13 out of 43 neighborhood parks is affected by local streets; four of those are
immediately surrounded by streets and the serviceability areas of the remaining nine are
disjointed on one or two sides from residential buildings. Furthermore, there are access
difficulties to 12 out of 16 precinct parks, of which eight are separated by arterial streets on
one or two sides and the remaining four by the Kabul River. Moreover, there are a series of
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problems to get access to six city parks for a city resident while there is no means of public
transport citywide, three of them are separated by arterial streets, one by a graveyard and
the remaining two, which are historic gardens and have sociospatial significance, require
buying tickets and are encircled by thick boundary walls [65].

4. Discussion

There are many parks in the city’s northern districts. Precincts 1 to 3 in the southern
and central areas are of early construction and belong to the old city quarters where parks
are small, scarce, and far apart. These areas comprise two-stage developments: the old
city, which dates back 3500 years, and the informal settlements, which underwent rapid
unplanned urbanization after 2001 [47,48]. However, unlike the informal settlers, the resi-
dents of the old city have considered the allocation of land for parks. Alongside economic
fluctuations, changes in the residents’ socioeconomic status resulted in an unprecedented
increase in land value [48]. Vacant land or land allocated for parks in the city’s masterplan
on which construction had not started was acquired legally or otherwise. A comparison
between these areas and the northern quarters of the city suggests that gradual construction
based on the 1964–78 City Masterplans has yielded better spatial equity in terms of parks.
Another key factor in the underprovision of parks in the city center, western areas, and
southern areas is the price and ownership of land; in these districts, public land is scarce,
and land prices are up to 10 times higher than in other parts of the city. In Kabul’s northern
districts, the grid-based geometry has more free land parcels, allowing some to be allocated
for parks.

Although unequal access is common and the park area proportion per capita is very
low, inequalities in the spatial distribution of public parks across the city are also repre-
sentative of the importance of spatial inequality. Kabul City is surrounded by mountains.
Along with post-2001 political and socioeconomic stimulators, this geographical factor
in conjunction with rapid urbanization contributed to higher land prices, whereas confu-
sion and corruption in administrative and regulatory agencies have allowed unparalleled
arbitrary and inequitable growth in the city [48,63].

This study significantly contributes to urban planning and sustainability literature
in Afghanistan. By using simple methods of quantifying the size and accessibility of
public parks within a GIS framework and correlating it with the census data, we measured
residents’ access to parks in different precincts to point out the spatial issue of inequitable
distribution of urban public parks throughout the city. By doing so we combined pat-
terns of place with population-based equity. The simplicity of the adopted methodology
will make this study appealing to a broad category of researchers and urban planning
institutions. However, there are limitations to the methodology: it does not allow spatial
equity analysis based on consideration of the residents’ socioeconomic status and different
demographic categories.

Recently, numerous studies assessed the accessibility and functionality of urban
parks [3,19,21,44,45,52,66–70]. Similarly, these studies demonstrated that the availability,
access, and distribution of urban parks are deeply related to urban development patterns
and geographical location. One study by Almohamad et al. [71] assessed the accessibility
and spatial equity of public green spaces in the city of Aleppo, Syria, and found the same
patterns of spatial inequities as those of Kabul, which affected residents’ quality of life.
These studies used complex methods of spatial analysis, however, they failed to address
the access difficulties in parks’ immediate surrounding areas. In our study, we used simple
methods and attempted to expose the correlation between the number, accessibility and
land area of urban public parks and the resident population at precinct level.

Furthermore, Kabul’s urban governing body can use the results of this study to direct
the city development course to a more equitable one. The park-deprived city regions which
are recognized in this study can be addressed through the application of different urban
initiatives such as land readjustment, urban redevelopment, urban upgrading, and land
acquisition methods based on the precincts’ urban character with the residents’ and their
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communities’ cooperation, which also requires further future research [72–75]. Moreover,
providing public transport routes to the existing city parks can also ease accessibility
problems while adding to the residents’ quality of life [65].

5. Conclusions

Despite Kabul City’s higher rainfall compared with those of other cities in Afghanistan,
it remains disconnected from nature and suffers from a lack of urban public parks and
open green spaces. The park area per capita figure in Kabul is significantly low when com-
pared with those of similar spatial and economic regional and international cities, and the
proportion of land allocated for parks is also low in terms of the city’s population density.

The agglomeration of parks in the city’s northern regions shows the inequitable nature
of public park distribution and construction citywide. Four-fifths of the city’s surface area
and three-quarters of city residents do not fall within the serviceability area of any park.
However, in 0.07% of urban land, there is an overlap in the serviceability areas of three
parks. Among a total of 16 municipal precincts, precinct 4 occupies a noteworthy position,
and precinct 13 has not even one park.

Finally, in Kabul City, the proportion of park coverage area per urban surface area
is significantly low, and the city can be categorized among the most deprived cities in
the world in terms of access to nature. Neighborhoods constructed before 2001 and more
recently under the guidance of the city’s third masterplan have created better access to parks
than those built during the rapid urbanization of the previous two decades. This study
highlighted that except for the northern regions of the city, all other districts, particularly
precinct 13, have a critical need for land to be allocated for parks, and the construction
of new parks should be the primary goal of the governing city planning body; however,
when compared with other international cities and WHO standards, there is an obvious
shortage of parks in prominent precincts. Moreover, further park spatial equity research,
based on consideration of the residents’ socioeconomic status and different demographic
categories and urban governing bodies’ action, is needed to foster spatial equity within
Kabul city in the ecological domain.
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