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ABSTRACT

This study describes facilities at Cadika Park in Medan and examines their potential
relevance to visitor interest. A descriptive qualitative approach combines non-participant
observation with a review of documentary material and related literature. The facility
inventory is organized into recreational and educational features, sports facilities, and
supporting amenities. Recreational features include the artificial lake, bridge, deer
enclosure, and wooded areas; sports facilities include walking and jogging routes and
designated activity spaces; supporting amenities include toilets, a prayer room, parking,
and food services. These categories provide a basis for discussing the different functions of
the park, but their presence alone does not demonstrate visitor satisfaction or increased
visitation. The reported percentage distribution lacks a documented denominator and
calculation procedure and therefore cannot establish the relative influence of each
category. Evidence from other urban parks suggests that maintenance, accessibility,
perceptions of safety, and user preferences should be considered alongside facility
availability. The study offers a preliminary framework for facility management and
subsequent visitor research. Its conclusions remain descriptive because standardized
condition ratings, visitor response data, and a reproducible observation schedule are
unavailable. Future assessment should connect facility audits with direct measures of park
use and visitor experience.
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INTRODUCTION

Urban parks provide settings for recreation and everyday social activity, but the availability
of a park does not establish how well it serves its users. McCormack et al. (2010) identified
safety, maintenance, amenities, and the social environment as recurring influences on park
use in qualitative research. Corley et al. (2018) likewise conceptualized park quality through
social and environmental dimensions. These perspectives support evaluating facilities in
relation to access and use, rather than treating the number of attractions as a complete
measure of quality.
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Cadika Park in Medan Johor offers a local setting for examining these issues. The facility
inventory includes spaces for recreation and education, areas for sports, and amenities that
support a visit. Their different functions may appeal to different users. Research in other
settings illustrates why such relationships require evidence: Kaczynski et al. (2008)
associated specific park features with park-based activity, while Kaczynski et al. (2014)
found that associations varied across demographic groups. A facility that is useful to one
group may be less relevant or less accessible to another.

This study aims to describe the facilities reported at Cadika Park and discuss their potential
relevance to visitor interest. It distinguishes the physical inventory from measured visitor
responses. Interest in visiting, satisfaction with an actual visit, frequency of use, and
intention to return are different outcomes. The present descriptive evidence can identify
issues for management and subsequent research, but it cannot quantify the effect of facility
quality on those outcomes.

METHODS

The study uses a descriptive qualitative approach at Cadika Park in Medan Johor, Medan,
Indonesia. The reported data collection methods are non-participant observation of
facilities and their use, together with documentation and a literature review. Observation
concerns recreational spaces, sports areas, and public amenities. Documentary material is
described as covering facility information, park revitalization, and management. The
analysis is limited to a descriptive account because the observation dates, duration,
sampling schedule, and underlying field records are not documented.

The facility descriptions are organized into three functional categories: recreation and
education, sports, and supporting amenities. Related research is used to interpret possible
links between these facilities and visitor experience. This comparison does not supply
missing observations for Cadika Park. No standardized condition scale, visitor
guestionnaire, interview dataset, or statistical test is reported. Consequently, descriptions
of cleanliness, comfort, or attractiveness cannot be treated as independently validated
quality scores.

Table 1 retains the percentages reported for the three categories. Their denominator, data
source, and calculation method are unspecified. They are presented without interpreting
them as proportions of respondents, effect sizes, or contributions to visitor interest. No
inference about statistical significance is made.

Established methods offer a basis for improving the reproducibility of subsequent
assessment. The Community Park Audit Tool was developed with stakeholder input and
field testing to assess park environments (Kaczynski et al., 2012). The System for Observing
Play and Recreation in Communities provides a structured approach to observing activity
and contextual conditions (McKenzie et al., 2006). These instruments were not applied in
the present study; they are methodological options for a future facility audit and
observation programme.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The inventory identifies three groups of facilities with different functions. Recreational and
educational features include an artificial lake, a bridge, a spotted deer enclosure, and a mini
forest or wooded area. Sports facilities include a jogging track, a soccer field, a skatepark,
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an archery area, and kayaking facilities. Toilets, a prayer room, parking, and a canteen or
café form the supporting category. Table 1 summarizes this inventory and preserves the
accompanying percentages with their evidential limitation.

Table 1. Facilities at Cadika Park and percentages with an undocumented calculation basis

Facility category Examples in the inventory Reported
percentage

Recreation and Artificial lake, bridge, spotted deer enclosure, wooded 50%

education area

Sports Jogging track, soccer field, skatepark, archery area, 35%

kayaking facilities

Supporting amenities  Toilets, prayer room, parking, canteen or café 15%

Note. Percentages are retained as reported. Their denominator and calculation procedure are
undocumented; they are not verified estimates of influence or visitor preferences.

The percentages in Table 1 cannot establish comparative influence. Supporting amenities
may be essential even when they are not the main reason for a visit. The 50% figure cannot
be interpreted as half of visitors choosing the park for recreation or education without a
defined question, sample, and denominator.

The lake, bridge, and wooded areas offer possible settings for sightseeing, photography,
and informal learning. These are interpretations of facility functions, not measured visitor
motivations. Felappi et al. (2024) examined how park characteristics relate to perceived
restoration and support for wildlife, including possible synergies and trade-offs. Their
findings suggest that natural features deserve attention alongside built amenities.
However, the presence of a deer enclosure at Cadika Park does not by itself demonstrate
wildlife conservation outcomes or educational effectiveness.

Sports facilities provide opportunities for different activities, but opportunity is distinct
from observed participation. Veitch et al. (2015) documented variation in park use by
visitor characteristics and observation periods. In a separate study, Veitch et al. (2016)
found differences in how adolescents rated park features. These findings caution against
assuming that all sports spaces attract the same users or that their availability establishes
frequent use. For Cadika Park, systematic observation would be needed to determine
which areas are used, when they are used, and whether facilities are operational.

Supporting amenities warrant assessment through usability and accessibility as well as
presence. Bfaszczyk et al. (2020) investigated park access from the perspectives of people
with mobility difficulties and their carers. Their work supports considering barriers that a
simple facility list can overlook. A toilet or route can exist without being usable by every
visitor. Bahriny and Bell (2020), using site assessments and user observations in Tehran,
also showed that good facilities can coexist with limited use where maintenance,
accessibility, or other contextual conditions are problematic.

The relationship between facility conditions and satisfaction requires direct evidence from
users. Liu and Xiao (2021) examined online comments about Shenzhen parks and identified
the relevance of management and contextual attributes alongside physical features. Tang
et al. (2024) investigated nonlinear associations between pocket park attributes and
satisfaction in Chengdu. These studies indicate that a single facility count or an assumed
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percentage allocation may conceal more complex relationships. Their estimates should not
be transferred to Cadika Park, where comparable measurements are unavailable.

Visitor interest, satisfaction, and loyalty should also remain conceptually separate. Du and
Zhao (2022) investigated satisfaction and loyalty using a structural equation model in Taihu
Park. Xiao et al. (2024) examined relationships involving park characteristics, satisfaction,
and social self-efficacy among older visitors in Guangzhou. These studies used visitor
response data to examine relationships that cannot be established from a facility inventory
alone. The present findings therefore do not confirm increased revisit intention, longer
visits, or word-of-mouth promotion at Cadika Park.

For management, the inventory provides a starting point for identifying what should be
inspected and discussed with users. Wang and Hu (2024) applied importance—performance
analysis to satisfaction surveys in Shaping Park, illustrating how perceived importance can
be compared with reported performance. A similar evaluation at Cadika Park would require
locally collected responses. Managers could use such evidence to distinguish an attractive
but adequately functioning feature from an essential facility that users experience as
deficient.

Visitor feedback can complement direct inspection. Huang et al. (2022) explored online
reviews as a source of information for park management in Chicago, while Liu et al. (2024)
developed an assessment approach using social media comments about parks in Wuhan.
These approaches demonstrate ways to identify concerns across facilities and services. For
Cadika Park, any use of online feedback should acknowledge that reviewers are self-
selected and may not represent visitors who do not use those platforms. Feedback is best
considered alongside field observations and direct consultation.

Claims about the effects of improvement require observations over time. Veitch et al.
(2012) studied park improvements through a natural experiment with an intervention and
a comparison park. Thompson et al. (2025) evaluated changes in use and satisfaction
around renovated parks using repeated surveys and comparison neighborhoods. These
designs provide a stronger basis for examining change than a single descriptive inventory.
The present study contains no comparable before-and-after evidence, so it cannot
attribute visitor behavior to park revitalization.

A practical next step is to document facility conditions and accessibility, then collect visitor
feedback on the same attributes. The observation schedule should include repeated visits
where feasible. Responses should distinguish reasons for visiting from satisfaction and
intention to return. These recommendations require new data; maintenance priorities
remain provisional until the reported percentages and condition descriptions can be
verified.

CONCLUSION

Cadika Park's facility inventory identifies opportunities for recreation, education, and
sports, supported by basic visitor amenities. The descriptive evidence cannot establish how
facility quality affects visitor interest, and the reported percentages lack a verifiable
calculation basis. Management should combine facility inspection with accessibility
assessment and direct visitor feedback. Documented observations and clearly defined
measures of satisfaction and use are needed to evaluate visitation and any effects of
revitalization.
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