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Abstract
Urban parks play a critical role in enhancing the quality of urban life by offering a range of services. This study explores public expectations regarding services provided in urban parks, using a mixed-methods approach. Quantitative data were collected through a questionnaire completed by 481 participants, while qualitative insights were gathered via semi-structured interviews with 22 stakeholders. The analysis revealed that recreational and comfort-related services are the most valued features of urban parks. Participants emphasized the importance of soft landscapes, greenery, diverse and age-appropriate play equipment, walking paths, and spaces for popular group games. Additionally, there was strong support for incorporating intellectual and educational games to enrich the park experience and promote informal learning. Findings indicate that urban park planning should prioritize recreational and welfare functions, supported by thoughtful landscape design. Enhancing features such as green spaces, play diversity, and inclusive public areas can significantly improve user satisfaction and the overall functionality of urban parks. These insights can inform urban planners and designers in creating parks that better align with community needs and preferences.
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Introduction 
Urbanization is a global phenomenon that is reshaping the relationship between humans and the natural environment. By 2030, over 66% of the world’s population is projected to reside in urban areas (Gai et al., 2022). This trend has prompted policymakers and urban planners to increasingly prioritize strategies that promote urban resilience, sustainability, and livability in response to the escalating challenges of climate change. Among these strategies, nature-based solutions have gained widespread recognition as integrated approaches to sustainable urban development (Bush & Doyon, 2019; Gai et al., 2022). These solutions effectively address both social and environmental issues, enhance biodiversity, and contribute to human well-being (Gai et al., 2022). In addition, they are instrumental in alleviating the physical and psychological stress that urban populations often face (Chen et al., 2019; Gai et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk204162584][bookmark: _Hlk204162380]In densely populated cities, access to natural environments is frequently limited. As a result, urban green spaces—particularly urban parks—have become increasingly important as some of the few remaining areas where residents can interact with nature (Wolch et al., 2014; Sadeghian & Vardanyan, 2013). Urban parks serve as critical components of urban infrastructure, offering a wide array of services that enhance the quality of urban life. These services can be broadly categorized into four key areas: welfare services, which support physical and mental health; recreational services, which provide spaces for leisure and relaxation; sports services, which promote physical activity and organized exercise; and educational services, which facilitate environmental learning and civic engagement. Collectively, these functions contribute to public health, foster social cohesion, and support the long-term sustainability of urban communities (Larson et al., 2016; Komarolya et al., 2024; Komarolya et al., 2023; Vafadari Komarolya et al., 2024; Vafadari Komarolya et al., 2026; Komarolya et al., 2025; Myalkovsky et al., 2023; Vafadari Komarolya et al., 2024; Palliwoda & Priess, 2021).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Despite this recognized significance, existing research on urban parks tends to be fragmented. Many studies concentrate on isolated functions—such as microclimate regulation, biodiversity enhancement, or recreational use—without addressing the full spectrum of services that parks provide (Lin et al., 2023; Torabi et al., 2020 ; Nielsen et al., 2014; Li et al., 2024; Sarı & Bayraktar, 2023; Myalkovsky et al., 2023). Additionally, there is a frequent focus on individual parks rather than urban green space networks, and a bias toward expert or planner perspectives over those of regular park users (Torabi et al., 2020; Gai et al., 2022). While the welfare and recreational functions of parks are relatively well-documented, their roles in supporting sports and especially educational services remain understudied, with limited empirical evidence on how these services are perceived and valued by different stakeholder groups (Leonel da Silva et al., 2025).
This study seeks to address these gaps by systematically evaluating the expectations of both citizens and experts regarding the welfare, recreational, sports, and educational services provided by urban parks. Through a comparative analysis of these perspectives, the research aims to develop a more comprehensive understanding of park service provision and to uncover potential misalignments or synergies between public needs and expert planning. The study’s novelty lies in its integrative, multi-stakeholder approach and its balanced attention to all four service categories—offering valuable insights for the future design, management, and policy development of urban parks (Torabi et al., 2020; Gai et al., 2022; Leonel da Silva et al., 2025).
Therefore, this study aims to bridge the identified research gaps by systematically assessing both citizen and expert perspectives on the full range of urban park services. The results provide actionable insights for more user-centered and integrated park planning, management, and policymaking.

Literature Review
Understanding the differing expectations of urban park services between citizens and experts is essential for effective planning and management. Existing research highlights both gaps and overlaps in how these groups perceive and prioritize the benefits of urban parks

.

Differing Perceptions and Priorities
Studies consistently show that experts and citizens diverge in their evaluations of park functions. Experts often emphasize management-oriented and regulatory ecosystem services, such as air purification and temperature regulation. In contrast, citizens tend to value experiential and cultural aspects like recreation, aesthetics, and nature engagement (Riechers et al., 2017; Wei et al., 2024; Stępniewska, 2021). For instance, in Berlin, experts framed cultural services through a managerial lens, while residents focused on personal enjoyment (Riechers et al., 2017). Similar patterns emerged in Shanghai, where professionals prioritized regulatory services, and citizens highlighted visual and cultural qualities (Wei et al., 2024).

Role of Knowledge and Education
Public awareness significantly influences perceptions of ecosystem services. Individuals with greater environmental knowledge recognize less visible benefits, such as noise mitigation and air quality improvement, while those with limited knowledge focus on tangible features like biodiversity and microclimate effects (Ge et al., 2024; Stępniewska, 2021). Environmental education can therefore broaden understanding and help bridge perceptual gaps between experts and the public

Socio-Demographic Influences
Demographic factors also shape park expectations. Middle-income individuals and those engaged in community activities show greater awareness of ecosystem services (Ge et al., 2024). Age-related differences are notable: older adults often value parks for social interaction and relaxation, while younger users prioritize recreational facilities and dynamic environments (Zhang et al., 2022; Xiao et al., 2024)
.
Implications for Park Management
These divergent expectations underscore the importance of participatory planning and inclusive governance. Failing to align expert assessments with public preferences can lead to ineffective management and social dissatisfaction (Riechers et al., 2017; Jang-Hwan et al., 2020). Tools such as stakeholder surveys and importance–performance analysis can help identify service gaps and align planning with user needs (Xiao et al., 2024).

Bridging these differences requires continuous dialogue, targeted education, and collaborative decision-making. Acknowledging and integrating diverse perspectives is key to creating parks that are both ecologically functional and socially responsive.

Theoretical Framework
Urban Parks as Providers of Multifunctional Services
Urban parks are vital elements of urban infrastructure, offering a wide array of services that support the physical, social, and cognitive well-being of city residents. These services are often understood through the lens of Cultural Ecosystem Services (CES), which refer to the non-material benefits derived from nature—such as recreation, education, aesthetic experiences, and social interaction (Zhang et al., 2025; (Dushkova et al., 2025; Song et al., 2023).

Welfare Services
Parks contribute significantly to public welfare by promoting mental and physical health, enhancing social cohesion, and providing accessible green spaces for all demographics. They are particularly important for marginalized groups with limited access to private recreational opportunities (Baitalik et al., 2024; Mäntymaa et al., 2021). Equitable distribution and inclusive design are essential to realizing these welfare benefits and ensuring that parks serve as inclusive public spaces (Erkip, 1997; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010).


Recreational and Sports Services
Recreation remains a primary function of urban parks, offering opportunities for both informal and organized physical activities. The quality, diversity, and accessibility of facilities—such as walking paths, playgrounds, and sports fields—strongly influence the frequency and satisfaction of park use (Voigt et al., 2014; Yang et al., 2021; Li et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020; Guo et al., 2024). Spatial design and maintenance also play a critical role in supporting these uses (Sun et al., 2019; Li et al., 2024).
Educational Services
Though often secondary to recreation and welfare, the educational function of parks is increasingly recognized. Urban parks can foster environmental awareness, cultural learning, and nature-based experiences. However, these services remain underdeveloped in many contexts, pointing to a need for more intentional integration of educational programming in park planning (Dushkova et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025; Song et al., 2023).

Integrating Stakeholder Perspectives
Balancing the expectations of citizens and experts is key to effective park governance. While the public often emphasizes relaxation, aesthetics, and recreation, experts may prioritize ecosystem regulation, inclusivity, and long-term sustainability (Zhang et al., 2025; Dushkova et al., 2025). Bridging these perspectives through participatory planning can enhance responsiveness to community needs and improve the multifunctionality of urban parks (Tong et al., 2023; Song et al., 2023).

This framework positions urban parks as multifunctional spaces delivering welfare, recreational, sports, and educational services. These benefits are shaped by infrastructure, accessibility, and the extent to which diverse stakeholder perspectives are integrated. Addressing service gaps and fostering inclusive decision-making are essential for maximizing the social and ecological value of urban parks (Zhang et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2021; Baitalik et al., 2024; Voigt et al., 2014).

Materials and Methods
Research Design
This study employed an applied research approach in terms of purpose and a descriptive design in terms of methodology. A mixed-methods strategy was used to combine quantitative survey data with qualitative insights from expert interviews (Vafadari Komarolya et al., 2024b)

Statistical Population and Sampling
The statistical population consisted of two groups:
Citizens who visited urban parks across various regions of Iran.
Experts in urban planning, urban design, landscape architecture, and environmental planning.
A total of 481 citizens participated in the survey using simple random sampling, with the questionnaire distributed both online and in person to ensure geographic and demographic diversity. Simultaneously, 24 experts were selected using the snowball sampling method for semi-structured interviews, with theoretical saturation reached by the 22nd interview. Each expert interview lasted approximately 12 minutes (Komarolya, et al., 2024)

Data Collection Tools
Data were collected using a structured questionnaire and semi-structured interview protocol.
The questionnaire was based on four service categories:
Welfare facilities (e.g., greenery, furniture, rest areas)
Recreational facilities (e.g., play equipment, events)
Sports facilities (e.g., walking paths, team sports zones)
Educational facilities (e.g., learning games, signage)
It included 16 components drawn from literature, field observations, and expert input. The questionnaire’s reliability was confirmed with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83, and its content validity was reviewed by 10 domain experts.
The interviews followed a semi-structured format exploring the same four categories, allowing experts to elaborate on service priorities, perceived gaps, and user needs in urban park design.

Interview Themes
The semi-structured interviews explored several key themes, including:
⦁ Experts’ priorities among welfare, recreational, sports, and educational services
⦁ Perceived gaps and challenges in current park facilities
⦁ User engagement and accessibility issues
⦁ Recommendations for improving urban park design and management 
  This approach allowed experts to elaborate on specific needs, priorities, and opportunities for enhancing park services across diverse urban contexts.

Data Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS, applying both descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation) and inferential tests (Kolmogorov–Smirnov, Friedman test, and Chi-square).
Qualitative data from interviews were coded and analyzed using structural analysis in Atlas.ti, following a line-by-line coding approach. Relationships among codes were mapped to extract dominant themes.
The final stage involved integrating the quantitative and qualitative findings using a convergent mixed-methods approach, allowing equal weight to both strands of data to ensure triangulation and consistency.

Results & Discuss
Normality Test Results
To assess the distribution of the main research variables, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test was employed. This non-parametric test evaluates whether a dataset significantly deviates from a specified distribution—in this case, the normal distribution—by comparing the empirical and theoretical cumulative distributions.
In interpreting the K-S test, if the p-value (significance level) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis (H₀) is accepted, indicating that the data follow a normal distribution. Conversely, if the p-value is less than 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected, implying that the data deviate significantly from a normal distribution.
H₀: The data are normally distributed.
H₁: The data are not normally distributed.
The results of the normality test for the key research variables are presented in the following table.

Table 1- Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results (source: research findings, 2024)
	Research variable
	test status
	mean
	N
	standard deviation
	significance level

	recreational facilities
	0.176
	2.490
	481
	97263
	000/0

	welfare facilities
	0.151
	2.497
	481
	1.034
	000/0

	sports facilities
	0.190
	2.501
	481
	1.038
	000/0

	educational facilities
	0.113
	2.497
	481
	1.009
	000/0



As shown in the table, the significance levels from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for all research variables are below 0.05, indicating that the data distributions deviate significantly from normality. Therefore, the null hypothesis of normal distribution is rejected.
Given the non-normality of the data, non-parametric tests such as the Friedman test and the Chi-square test were employed to examine the significance of differences between the indicators.
To assess the participants’ prioritization of each index, the following hypotheses were tested:
H₀: The mean value of the variable is equal to 2, representing an average level of prioritization (i.e., no significant preference).
H₁: The mean value of the variable is significantly different from 2, indicating a prioritized (high or low) perception.
In this study, a 4-point Likert scale was used to rank priorities (1 = first priority, 4 = fourth priority), making the midpoint 2 the reference value representing a neutral or average priority.
If the null hypothesis is accepted, the index is interpreted as not significantly prioritized by the respondents.
If the null hypothesis is rejected and the median is greater than 2, the index is considered less important to respondents.
If the null hypothesis is rejected and the median is less than 2, the index is considered more important and aligned with participant preferences.
This approach ensures a reliable interpretation of ordinal data using appropriate non-parametric methods in line with the observed non-normal distributions.

Services Provided in Urban Parks
In this study, both the Friedman test and the Chi-square test were employed to analyze the importance of services provided in urban parks. The Chi-square test was used to assess whether the four main service categories—recreational facilities, comfort (welfare) facilities, sports facilities, and educational facilities—were considered equally important by respondents. Meanwhile, the Friedman test was applied to determine whether the differences in prioritization among these services were statistically significant.
According to the test results, the significance value (Asymp. Sig) is 0.000, which is below the 0.05 threshold. This indicates a statistically significant difference in how respondents prioritize the four service categories. Therefore, the null hypothesis, which assumes no difference in perceived importance, is rejected at the 95% confidence level.
The test output includes the number of observations (N), the Chi-square statistic, the degrees of freedom (df), and the significance level. Based on this analysis, it is evident that respondents do not consider all four categories to be equally important, and that prioritization of urban park services varies significantly among participants.
	Table 2-Test Statisticsa

	N
	481

	Chi-Square
	1056.762

	df
	3

	Asymp. Sig.
	.000

	a. Friedman Test

	


According to the results of Friedman's test, two tables were produced for analysis. The first table presents the mean ranks of the four service indicators. Based on these results, recreational facilities received the highest average rank, indicating that respondents prioritized this indicator more than the others.
The second table reports the significance level of the Friedman test. With a p-value less than 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected, confirming that there are statistically significant differences among the four indicators in terms of perceived importance. In other words, respondents do not consider all service categories equally important, and recreational facilities stand out as the top priority for users of urban parks (Tables 3 and 4).
	Table 3-Ranks

	Indicators
	Mean Rank

	recreational facilities
	2.56

	welfare facilities
	2.42

	sports facilities
	2.51

	educational facilities
	2.51



Therefore, the output of the test results is organized by indicator and presented in four key rows: the first row shows the number of subjects (N), the second row presents the Chi-Square statistic value, the third row indicates the degrees of freedom (df), and the final row displays the Asymptotic Significance (Asymp. Sig), which serves as the decision criterion for statistical significance.


	Table 4-Test Statisticsa

	N
	481

	Chi-Square
	4.124

	df
	3

	Asymp. Sig.
	.248

	a. Friedman Test


In the following section, the Chi-square test is used to identify which variables, indicators, and components are considered more important than others.

Prioritizing Urban Park Services
In this section, after identifying the main variables of the study, an analysis is conducted to determine which indicator is considered the most important by the research participants. To address this, the overall significance of the services provided in urban parks is first examined. The average importance of each service category is also presented in the table below. Based on Table 5, the significance level is 0.000, indicating a statistically significant difference in the perceived importance of the services. Among the various service categories, recreational facilities received the highest average score of 3.62, making them the top priority according to respondent opinions.
Table 5- Degree of significance and average impact of services provided in urban parks (source: research findings, 2024)
	Asymp. Sig
	df
	standard deviation
	mean
	Number of data
	fourth priority
	third priority
	second priority
	first priority
	Indicator
	-

	.000
	3
	.872
	3.62
	481
	30
	66
	198
	187
	recreational facilities
	




Urban parks services

	.000
	3
	.969
	1.87
	481
	51
	88
	179
	163
	welfare facilities
	

	.000
	3
	1.10
	2.69
	481
	149
	134
	102
	96
	sports facilities
	

	.000
	3
	.824
	1.62
	481
	251
	193
	2
	35
	educational facilities
	



Key Priorities Across Urban Park Facilities
According to Table 6, the significance level for all components across the four main indicators—recreational facilities, comfort facilities, sports facilities, and educational facilities—is 0.000. This indicates that all components were considered statistically significant and important by the research participants. In the recreational facilities category, the component "having various play equipment" received the highest average score (2.729), while "holding various festivals" was rated the lowest (2.029). For comfort facilities, "a green environment" was identified as the most important component (3.02), whereas "suitable furniture" was rated the least important (1.873). Within the sports facilities indicator, "spaces for popular sports" was prioritized highest (2.866), while "walking paths" received the lowest average (2.384). Finally, in the educational facilities category, "educational and cognitive games" were deemed most important (2.808), while "civic education spaces" ranked lowest (2.185). These results highlight the nuanced preferences of urban park users, offering a clear direction for prioritizing specific features in future park planning and design.
Table 6-Degree of significance and average impact of all indicators and components(entertainment facilities, comfort facilities, sports facilities and educational facilities)
	Asymp. Sig
	Chi-Square
	df
	standard deviation
	mean
	fourth priority
	third priority
	second priority
	first priority
	Components
	Indicator

	.000
	147.782
	3
	1.104
	2.729
	77
	70
	126
	208
	Having a variety of play equipment
	recreational facilities 

	.000
	33.304
	3
	1.191
	2.621
	168
	79
	118
	116
	Having various game booths
	

	.000
	16.821
	3
	1.119
	2.615
	147
	99
	138
	97
	Having seasonal markets
	

	.000
	103.175
	3
	.9046
	2.029
	89
	233
	99
	60
	Holding various festivals
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk153943895].000
	178.351
	3
	1.164
	3.02
	30
	90
	151
	210
	Having a green environment
	[bookmark: _Hlk158288617]welfare facilities

	.000
	35.349
	3
	1.006
	2.511
	100
	129
	169
	83
	Having a calm environment
	

	.000
	77.827
	3
	1.021
	2.561
	104
	185
	86
	106
	Having a picnic area
	

	.000
	151.225
	3
	.9256
	1.873
	247
	77
	75
	82
	Having suitable furniture
	

	.000
	73.304
	3
	.989
	[bookmark: _Hlk155869252]2.384
	87
	102
	201
	91
	Create a bike path
	
sports facilities

	.000
	56.838
	3
	1.104
	2.087
	188
	127
	93
	76
	Create a walking path
	

	.000
	14.809
	3
	1.067
	2.652
	135
	128
	134
	84
	Consider a variety of sports equipment
	

	.000
	155.682
	3
	1.160
	2.866
	74
	124
	53
	230
	Considering a place for popular sports
	

	.000
	129.586
	3
	1.154
	2.808
	90
	89
	122
	180
	Having educational and intellectual games
	educational facilities

	.000
	36.913
	3
	1.129
	2.245
	101
	93
	109
	178
	Having a botanical department
	

	.000
	41.137
	3
	1.159
	2.767
	181
	101
	103
	96
	Having a zoology department
	

	.000
	45.445
	3
	1.129
	[bookmark: _Hlk153945808]2.185
	109
	198
	147
	27
	Considering spaces for teaching the principles of citizens
	



Statistical Ranking of Urban Park Services
To test the research hypothesis, a one-sample chi-square test was conducted. According to Table 7, the results indicate statistically significant differences among the four service indicators. For recreational facilities, the chi-square value is 405.028 with 12 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 0.000, indicating a highly significant result. In the case of welfare (comfort) facilities, the chi-square value is 308.919, with 12 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 0.000. For sports facilities, the chi-square value is 171.316, also with 12 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 0.000. Lastly, the educational facilities index yielded a chi-square value of 171.316, with 11 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 0.000.
These results confirm that all four service categories are statistically significant. However, among them, recreational facilities exhibit the highest chi-square value, suggesting that they are perceived by participants as the most important component in urban park services.
	table 7-Test Statistics

	Indicator
	recreational facilities 
	welfare facilities 
	sports facilities 
	educational facilities

	Chi-Square
	[bookmark: _Hlk155870242]405.0281

	308.919
	2061.243
	[bookmark: _Hlk155870672]171.316
11

	df
	12
	12
	12
	46

	Asymp. Sig.
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000



Interview section
Urban Park Service Priorities
Structural analysis of interview data revealed that welfare facilities were identified 16 times as the top priority, making them the most valued service in urban parks. Recreational facilities followed with 10 first-priority mentions, ranking second in importance. Sports and educational facilities were selected 5 and 3 times, respectively, placing them third and fourth in priority.
These findings suggest a clear preference among visitors for comfort-oriented amenities, highlighting the unique importance of welfare services. However, all four categories—welfare, recreational, sports, and educational—hold value and serve diverse user needs. Therefore, urban park planning and design should address each service category thoughtfully and proportionally, ensuring a balanced and inclusive approach to meet the broad expectations of park users.


Welfare Priorities in Urban Parks
Structural analysis of the interview data reveals that among welfare-related amenities in urban parks, green environments emerged as the top priority, referenced by participants 14 times, followed by calm and quiet settings (12 mentions), picnic areas (6 mentions), and adequate seating and furniture (2 mentions). These findings underscore the heightened value placed on soft landscapes and tranquil atmospheres over other welfare-related features.
[image: ]The resulting conceptual model indicates that these four amenities not only fulfill fundamental user needs but also represent strategic focal points for park planning and design. While all welfare facilities contribute to park functionality, prioritizing green, peaceful, and socially supportive environments is likely to have the most significant impact on user satisfaction and the overall effectiveness of urban parks.
Figure 1. The model extracted from the software for Welfare facilities

Recreation Priorities in Urban Parks
Structural analysis of the interview data indicates that among recreational amenities, a variety of play equipment was the highest priority, cited 14 times by participants. This was followed by diverse game booths (10 mentions), seasonal festivals (6 mentions), and bazaars or pop-up markets (4 mentions). These results reflect a strong user preference for interactive and diverse recreational opportunities, with playground variety emerging as a particularly critical feature.
The conceptual model suggests that these four amenities not only address core recreational needs but also serve as key planning touchpoints for enhancing park attractiveness and usability. Prioritizing the development and diversification of recreational infrastructure—especially playground equipment—can significantly improve user engagement and contribute to the broader social and recreational value of urban parks.
[image: ]Figure 2. The model extracted from the software for recreational facilities

Sports Priorities in Urban Parks
Structural analysis of interview data reveals that among sports-related amenities, walking paths were identified as the top priority (14 mentions), followed by cycling paths (8 mentions), designated spaces for popular sports (6 mentions), and a variety of sports equipment (5 mentions). These findings highlight the central role of walking and active mobility in shaping the recreational value of urban parks.
The conceptual model emphasizes that walking paths, cycling infrastructure, and diverse sports facilities serve complementary functions in promoting physical activity and user satisfaction. Prioritizing these elements in urban park planning and design can enhance accessibility, support public health, and foster more inclusive and active green spaces.













Figure 3. Model extracted from software for sports facilities

Educational Priorities in Urban Parks
Structural analysis of interview data indicates that among educational amenities, educational and cognitive games emerged as the top priority (12 mentions), followed by botany sections (9 mentions), zoology sections (7 mentions), and spaces for civic education (6 mentions). These results underscore the importance of interactive learning tools and the growing demand for hands-on environmental and civic education in public green spaces. 
The resulting conceptual model emphasizes that while each of these components can independently enrich the visitor's educational experience, their integration can produce a synergistic effect. A well-rounded educational program—combining playful cognitive engagement with exposure to natural sciences and civic learning—can significantly enhance environmental awareness, public knowledge, and social responsibility in urban park users.










[image: ]
[image: ]Figure 4. Model extracted from software for Educational facilities

Combined section
Urban Park Service Priorities
Based on the integrated results from both the questionnaire and interview data, comfort (welfare) facilities and recreational facilities emerged as the most important and consistently emphasized components among participants. These two categories showed the highest level of convergence in terms of perceived value and priority. Accordingly, prioritizing amenities related to comfort and recreation can significantly enhance the functionality and overall effectiveness of urban parks.
Sports and educational facilities ranked slightly lower in perceived importance but still received considerable attention from participants. To achieve well-rounded planning and effective urban park design, it is essential to consider and integrate all four service categories—comfort, recreational, sports, and educational—according to their relative importance.

Welfare Facilities
According to the findings from both the questionnaire and interviews, the presence of a green environment emerged as the most important component within the welfare facilities index across both quantitative and qualitative analyses. Conversely, the availability of appropriate furniture was consistently identified as the least important component in both datasets. This strong alignment between quantitative and qualitative results indicates a high level of convergence and reliability in the research findings regarding welfare facility preferences.


Recreational Facilities
Based on the results from both the questionnaire and interviews, the presence of diverse play equipment was identified as the most important component within the recreational facilities index in both the quantitative and qualitative phases. Meanwhile, the organization of diverse festivals was consistently ranked as one of the least important components. The consistency between the two research approaches reinforces the reliability and convergence of the findings in this category.

Sports Facilities
In the case of sports facilities, the findings reveal a partial divergence between the quantitative and qualitative data. In the quantitative results, designated spaces for popular sports (e.g., football) were rated highest, while in the qualitative interviews, walking paths emerged as the primary concern. This discrepancy may be explained by differing perspectives: experts emphasized walking as a fundamental, universally needed activity, stressing the importance of providing supportive infrastructure; meanwhile, citizens prioritized specific sports activities. Therefore, in planning for sports facilities, it is essential to consider both components to meet the diverse needs of stakeholders
.
Educational Facilities
For educational facilities, both the quantitative and qualitative data identified educational and cognitive games as the most important component. Conversely, spaces dedicated to civic education were considered the least important across both datasets. This consistency indicates a strong convergence between methods and reinforces the credibility of the research findings in this category.

Discussion 
Urban parks and the services they provide play a critical role in enhancing the quality of urban life. The present study was undertaken to explore this issue in depth. In many previous studies, urban parks have often been examined through a one-dimensional, primarily environmental lens. For example, earlier research has emphasized the ecological functions of green spaces, noting their contributions to air quality improvement, visual appeal, and physical and mental well-being (Almeida et al., 2018; Xia et al., 2023). Other studies have focused more narrowly on specific park features, such as the density of amenities or the extent of vegetation, concluding that these elements can enhance the recreational value of urban parks (Wang et al., 2022). Consistent with these findings, the present study also identified greenery as a key factor influencing the appeal of urban parks.
However, a significant gap remains in the literature: few studies have comprehensively assessed the full range of services offered by urban parks. Prior research has either concentrated solely on ecosystem services or limited its scope to a single type of facility—often using only quantitative or qualitative methods in isolation. In contrast, the present study aimed to holistically examine four key categories of park services—recreational, comfort, sports, and educational facilities—and their role in attracting urban residents. The findings from both the quantitative and qualitative phases demonstrated a high degree of convergence, underscoring the validity and reliability of the results. This integrated approach provides a more nuanced understanding of the multifaceted functions urban parks serve in the urban environment.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
Limitations
While this study provides valuable insights into the expectations of urban park services from both citizens and experts using a mixed-method approach, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the absence of a specific case study limits the contextual depth of the findings. The generalizability of the results may be constrained, as urban park services can vary significantly across different geographic, cultural, and socio-economic contexts. The mixed-method design, although robust in capturing both quantitative and qualitative perspectives, may have been limited by sample size or selection biases in either the survey or interview components, potentially affecting the representativeness of the findings.
Additionally, the study relied on self-reported data from citizens and experts, which may introduce subjective biases or discrepancies in how expectations are articulated. The quantitative data may not fully capture nuanced preferences, while the qualitative data may be influenced by the framing of interview questions or the interpretation of responses. Furthermore, the study did not account for temporal changes in expectations, as urban park usage and needs may evolve due to seasonal, environmental, or societal shifts.

Suggestions for Future Research
Future research could address these limitations by incorporating case studies of specific urban parks to provide a more contextualized understanding of service expectations. Expanding the sample size and diversity in both quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews would enhance the robustness and generalizability of findings. Longitudinal studies could be employed to examine how expectations of urban park services change over time, particularly in response to urban development, climate change, or policy interventions.
Additionally, integrating advanced analytical methods, such as machine learning or spatial analysis, could help identify patterns in quantitative data, while more in-depth qualitative approaches, such as focus groups or participatory observation, could uncover deeper insights into user experiences. Exploring the perspectives of marginalized or underrepresented groups could also ensure a more inclusive understanding of urban park service expectations. Finally, comparative studies across different cities or countries could highlight how cultural and environmental factors shape citizen and expert expectations, contributing to more tailored urban park planning and management strategies.

Conclusion
Urban parks play a vital role in enhancing urban livability through the provision of welfare, recreational, sports, and educational services. This study found that comfort (welfare) and recreational facilities are prioritized most by both citizens and experts, followed by sports and educational facilities. Notably, elements such as green environments, varied play equipment, walking paths, and educational games were consistently ranked as essential components, while items like festivals and citizenship education spaces were seen as less critical.
These findings reveal both shared and divergent expectations across stakeholder groups. For instance, citizens emphasized spaces for group sports like football, whereas experts highlighted general accessibility and inclusivity, such as walking paths. The convergence between qualitative and quantitative results reinforces the reliability of these insights.
For future park planning, a greater focus should be placed on:
Enhancing natural and green landscapes
Providing diverse and age-appropriate recreational equipment
Incorporating inclusive sports and walking facilities
Adding interactive and educational play elements
Ensuring comfort and relaxation features, such as shaded seating and picnic zones
These recommendations support the creation of more user-centered, multifunctional, and inclusive urban parks that align with the needs of diverse populations. The outcomes of this study can inform urban planners, designers, and municipal decision-makers aiming to improve urban park services across Iran and beyond.
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