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Optional/General comments 

 
Interesting topic, and has been a public concern so far. 
2.     The method of determining respondents unintentionally, requires a deeper explanation with clear references, because 

there are many studies that use the deliberate respondent method, especially those related to green open spaces. 
3.     The research findings based on the variables analyzed do not seem to be specific, such as explaining the level of service 

satisfaction, facility improvements, cleanliness and beauty, this standard description does not need research to be seen. 
Specific indicators are needed to measure, for example, the level of service satisfaction, what are the dominant and 
specific indicators, as well as other variables, for example, the beauty of plants related to the park to attract visitors and 
so on. 

4.     The regression results table is too crowded, it is better to display points related to the discussion only. 
5.     I did not find any conclusions as a result of the discussion in this paper, like the results of scientific research in general. 
 
Conclusion. 
Revision is needed 
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