
Evaluation of quality of life in urban areas;

case study: city of Neyshabur
Introduction

The urban areas are the major centers of economic, social and political devaiopement fo any country which are faced to different challengas such as physical and environmental destructionsocial, deprivation, insufficieney of houses, traffic and etc.these problems lower thequality  of life of peoples living in these areas .nowadays, quality of life is the most critical concept in municipal (urban) planning and can be used as a strong tool to monitar plans for economic and soeial development.furthermore, studies on quality of life coaled help in identification of problematic areas, reasons of the peoples, dissatisfaction effects of social-demographic factors on the quality of life. overseeing these vesearches may disrupt municipal systems and creates a surge of dissatisfaction and inequalitieswith respect to enqoying of utilities according to the ahove –mentioned issues, the main purpose of this study is evaluation and determination of quality of life of peoples living in different districts of neyshabousr city based on economie- social and demo graphic –environmental dimensions according to this purpose, two questions were posed what is the difference between the levd of quality of life of the socio economic and demographic- envir on ment viewpoints? and, which districr in neyshabour city have more favaurable level of quality of life ? thes study aims to invastigete quality of life in different areas of neyshabour. To this end it has used of descriptive-analytial method and field studiespopularion members are the head of households vesident in four districts of neyshabour city of these, 321 head of the household were selected  in systematic random manner and based on kockran formula. Questionnaire were distributed in proportion to population size of each district.

methodology
 this study is designed to he applicable and developemental and has conducted in survey manner. The population were the head of the households living in four differenc districts of neyshabour city including 57726 peoples. Sample size was 321 which is determined dy kockran formula sampling method was systematic random. questionnaire was the instrument to gather data which were distributed according to the size of population in each district descriptive and inferential techniques have been used for data analyzing.

Findings

Results obtained from kruskall- wallis and ANOVA tests show significancy of %99 between economic component of different districts of neyshabor city. Comparison of means of variables showed that district 4 citizen (mean= 2/63) enjoy a higher level of financial situation to satisfy their needs and district 3 citizens (mean= 2/18) have  a lower level of financial situation than other districts.   

There were many factors to assess level of access to municipal infrastructures. Results provided by comparing means indicated that citizens satisfaction of access abilty of many services is higher among thos living in district 1  than other places. Environmentally, the study assessed visual, audio, air and water pollution across different districts . results of kruskal- wallis test show significant differences at %99 for audio and visual pollution and %95 for air pollution. With regard to water pollution, there is no significant difference between districts. Also, comparison of means showed district 3 have the most environment pollution.

The study inrestigated some of the social factors suchas cooperation and the level of intimacy and the level of intimacy and solidarity  between citizen, their security in urban areas etc. result suggest that there is a significant difference at %99 between intimacy of citizen and their satisfaction of healthcare centers. Means comparing showed that comfort and security in district4 (m=3/63) is higher than 3 other districts. Each of  the socio-economic and environmental-demographic dimensions were investigated among all four districts. The test results show significancy coefficient of %99 for each dimension so,  it can be said with %99 confidence that the afore-mentioned dimensions of quality of life are different across districts investigated, so, our hypothesis has been approved.
Conclusions

The study results indicate different levels of socio-economic and environmental-demographic dimensions of quality of life across different districts(significancy coefficient of %99). Also, this difference is observed in variables such as facilities and municipal services, social affairs and etc. moreover, results of spearman statistical test suggest that there is a significant relationship between sense of belonging to a place among citizens of districts under study and their quality of life, such that the more sense of  belonging to a place among citizens,  the more satisfied they would be of their quality of life. As to relation between quality of life and satisfaction with municipal services, significancy coefficient of %99 has obtained which indicate a positive correlation. so, a higher level of utilities and services in on district, will increase quality of life across that district. overally, results show that district 4 citizens enjoy of a higher level of quality of life. 
In view of the study results and findings, the following recommendations are presented to improve quality of life and to go out of the current situation.

-equl distribution of services across different districts of the city in order for even access of citizens to these seruices. 
-to improve public transportation and entension transportation infrastructures proportional to development of different districts of the city. 
-to increase level of socio-culltural seruices proportional to population, for enample libraries, cultural centers and training centers and training centers across all four districts, especially  districts 3 and 2 .
-participation of citizens and strengthening  the level of their cooperation in evaluation of needs ,decision making and  conducting different programs across neighborhoods which resultin increased social assets.
-to create daily and weekly markets across different areas of the city to improve citizens welfare and facilitation of access to markets as most of them are located in city center and outskirts of the city are deprived of them.

-to strengthen tourism infrastructures(such as hotels, inns, restaurants, …) in order to getting higher income.
-to plan for developement  of city and prevention of irregular increase in house and land prices in different areas, particularly district 4.
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