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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to identify items that should be considered in order to increase
user satisfaction in the Jayeonmadang project by analyzing the importance and satisfaction
targeting Gochang Jayeonmadang users. As a result of analysis on the importance and
satisfaction of Gochang Jayeonmadang users focusing on 20 items in 6 fields, Overall, it
was analyzed that they were not satisfied as they were important. In order to increase user
satisfaction of Gochang Jayeonmadang, maintenance such as ‘cleanliness and hygiene',
‘water quality’, ‘vegetation growth', and ‘facility management' should be carefully reflected
from the planning and design stage, and careful attention should be paid even after the
project. In addition, emphasis should be placed on enhancing the user convenience, such

as ‘accessibility’, ‘space layout and utilization efficiency', and ‘convenience of route'.
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biodiversity in the city.
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Table 1. ltems of question investigation
Classification Items No.
Ecological connectivity to surrounding forests 1
] ) Accessibility 2
Land use and circulation -
Convenience of route 3
Space layout and utilization efficiency 4
Health of soil environment 5
Topography . —
Bhysical Preservation of the original topography 6
. ysica Wetland area 7
environment _ :
Water environment | Quantity of water sources 8
Water quality 9
Biodiversity: wildlife 10
. . . Biodiversity: plants 11
Biological environment -
Native plants 12
Vegetation growth 13
Types of ecological facilities 14
Ecological facilities Materials for ecological facilities 15
Safety of ecological facilities 16
) Provision of environmental information 17
Environmental programs — - -
Provision of environmental education programs 18
, Facility management 19
Maintenance - -
Cleanliness and hygiene 20

Source: Hong et al.(2021)

(high)

(concentrate here)

II quadrant I quadrant

(Keep up the good work)

Importance

(low)

I quadrant IV quadrant

(low priority) (possible overkill)

(low)

Satisfaction (high)

Fig. 1. Importance—satisfaction analysis model
Source: Martilla and James(1977)
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of respondents
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Classification Frequency Ratio(%) Classification Frequency Ratio(%)
Male 42 43.3 Student 18 18.6
Gender
Female 55 56.7 Official 38 39.2
10s 15 15.5 Employee 12 12.4
20s 13 13.4 Self-employment 3 3.1
Job Agriculture,
30s 17 17.5 forestry and 3 3.1
Age fishing
40s 26 26.8 Housewife 18 18.6
50s 19 19.6 Etc 5 5.2
More than 60s 7 7.2 Under high school 28 28.9
Gochang—gun 90 92.8 College graduate 13 13.4
level of

Residence | education 4th year graduate 49 50.5

Other regions 7 7.2 Graduate school
: 7 7.2

or higher
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Table 3. Characteristics of use behavior

Classification Frequency Ratio(%) Classification Frequency Ratio(%)

Almost everyday 2 2.1 Spring 36 37.1
2-3 times a week 10 10.3 Summer 5 5.2
Number of Once a week 11 1.3 Season Autumn 15 15.5
uses 1-2 times a month 36 37.1 Winter 0 0.0
1-2 times a year 36 37.1 Anytime 41 42.3
Not used 2 2.1 Weekdays 10 10.3
On foot 23 23.7 Day Weekend 16 16.5
_ Bicycle 5 5.2 Holidays 48 49.5
Transssrtat'_ Own car 68 70.1 Anytime 23 23.7
Public transport 1 1.0 Dawn 2 2.1
Etc. 0 0.0 Morning N 11.3
10 minutes 29 29.9 Time Afternoon 58 59.8
20 minutes 20 20.6 Evening 1 1.0
30 minutes 22 22.7 Anytime 25 25.8
Time taken 40 minutes 13 13.4 Nature observation 10 10.3
50 minutes 5 5.2 Rest, walk 55 56.7
60 minutes 5 5.2 Purpose Exercise 12 12.4
1 hour or more 3 3.1 Picnic 9 9.3
30 minutes 22 22.7 Play 10 10.3
1 hour 37 38.1 Etc. 1 1.0
1 hour 30 minutes 21 21.6 Alone 11 11.3
Stays 2 hours 16 16.5 Family 62 63.9
2 hours 30 minutes 0 0.0 Companion Friend, Lover 19 19.6
3 hours 0 0.0 Colleague 3 3.1
More than 3 hours 1 1.0 Etc. 2 2.1
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics analysis of Importance—Satisfaction Analysis

Rl
AN
210]

R0 BAHo] FBUR YRS
491 webe] vhlo] B asi.

ltem Importance Satisfaction  Importance—Satisfaction
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
1 | Ecological connectivity to surrounding forests 4.36 .598 3.87 .837 495 1.012 -4.818**
2 |Accessibility 4.35 .560 | 4.01 797 .340 0.815 =4.1711%*
3 | Convenience of route 4.26 634 | 3.84 .825 423 0.840 -4.958**
4 | Space layout and utilization efficiency 4.28 .703 | 3.73 771 .546 0.866 -6.212**
5 |Health of soil environment 4.15 712 3.66 .865 495 0.792 -6.152%*
6 |Preservation of the original topography 412 711 3.78 .857 .340 0.877 -3.822**
7 | Wetland area 3.97 684 | 3.71 .661 .258 0.666 -3.812**
8 | Quantity of water sources 3.93 794 3.63 647 402 0.799 —4 .955**
9 | Water quality 418 791 3.69 .870 485 1.022 -4.670%*
10 | Biodiversity: wildlife 4.02 946 | 3.59 | .688 433 1.198 -3.559**
11 | Biodiversity: plants 424 | 689 | 3.75 | .693 485 0.779 -6.128**
12 | Native plants 410 | 770 | 366 | .734 443 0.721 -6.053**
13 | Vegetation growth 428 | 657 | 3.70 | .680 577 0.827 -6.875**
14 | Types of ecological facilities 4.16 672 | 3.66 .748 .505 0.709 -7.018**
15 | Materials for ecological facilities 4.09 .765 | 3.74 .857 .351 0.817 -4.225%*
16 | Safety of ecological facilities 4.23 715 3.81 741 412 0.800 -5.074**
17 | Provision of environmental information 4.07 739 | 3.64 .793 433 0.828 -5.150**
18 | Provision of environmental education programs | 4.09 647 | 3.47 .723 .619 0.871 -6.992**
19 | Facility management 4.20 731 3.68 .861 515 0.855 -5.936**
20 | Cleanliness and hygiene 4.39 .654 | 3.88 .857 .515 0.891 -5.697**
Average 417 - 3.72 - - - -
** p¢0.01
2) Hong et al.(2021)& 7t BE-E o]&sto] 13 AAvpdo] Au|A F4 £4& BRI, g4 43ko] Sl d93 £49(04) 3
ol FH AY 19 By A2, TAY " BE 849 =2 494 £40H)9 dFce EGRAEY A3, A, A
2948 4 847 Advhg 2AAAI oA FEH 0 R AAsof & FEAHIA FE g4 IS

10
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°
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8 420 " ° 4
§ e P
o 6
o 12 P o @
E 40 .18 170 .15
400 i
o
.8 i
3.90
3.40 360 3.80 4.00
Satisfaction

Il quadrant (concentrate here)

| quadrant (keep up the good work)

9. Water quality
13. Vegetation growth
19. Facility management

1. Ecological connectivity to surrounding forests
2. Accessibility
3. Convenience of route
4. Space layout and utilization efficiency
11. Biodiversity: plants
16. Safety of ecological facilities
20. Cleanliness and hygiene

Il quadrant (low priority)

IV quadrant (possible overkill)

5. Health of soil environment
7. Wetland area
8. Quantity of water sources
10. Biodiversity: wildlife
12. Native plants
14. Types of ecological facilities
17. Provision of environmental information
18. Provision of environmental education programs

6. Preservation of the original topography
15. Materials for ecological facilities

Fig. 2. Importance—satisfaction analysis graphs and matrix

3) Hong et al.(2021)2 Timko(1993)9] 1.7 wt=
H AH A E4 7F2E AF o2 35t A A
<(Kim and Hyun, 2015) AF&35}ich.
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4 A0} gt AH|A £ Q40 AJolE &5t 1A 9| THET BTk

5310] 7He ZH(Kano model)oflA &7
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