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Abstract : This study is to examine the section-based stream management with environmental
characteristics and user monitoring. In Jeonjucheon, upstream section located near to Jeonju Hanok
village has very good water quality and natural stream landscape. In case of mid/down streams,
water quality is good and heavy concentration of facility leads to high use rates of these sections.
The questionnaire consists of 5 parts: user characteristics, use behavior, citizen participation,
importance rank, and Importance-Satisfaction(IS). 383 out of 454 responses with listwise deletion
are used for demographic analysis and IS Analysis. In terms of citizen participation through
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‘ecological experience activity’ and ‘stream stewardship activity’, “occasional participation” shows

the average of 78% in all three sections. For importance rank, the results arranged in order of priority

show ‘water quality’ > “green corridor’ > ‘trail’ in up/down streams and ‘water quality’ > ‘vegetation

management’ > ‘trail’ in midstream. Therefore, ‘water quality’ appears to be the most important

variable among 13 variables. At last, the results of ISA indicate that all 10 variables need to be

improved as satisfaction is lower than importance. In addition, ‘plant management’ variable falls

into ‘concentrate here’ quadrant where importance is high and satisfaction is low.

Keywords : Jeonjucheon, user characteristics, Importance-Satisfaction, stream management
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Table 1. Literature review for questionnaire configuration

i Classification Lee Lee et al. Roheral. | Kim & Lee KEC Kang
(2007) (2007) (2010) (2012) (2014) (2014)
Access time (0] (0] (0)
Companion (0) O (0]
Frequency of visit (0] (¢} (0} (0) (¢} (6}
Purpose of visit (0) (0] (0] (0)
Usage behavior RSRP* 0
Season to visit (0] (0)
Stay time 0] (0) 0] (0]
Time of visit ) (0) (0)
Transportation (0) (0) (0) (0)
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Table 1. Continued
Stz Classification Lee Lee et al. Rohetal. | Kim & Lee KEC Kang
(2007) (2007) (2010) (2012) (2014) (2014)
Accessibility O
Safety (0)
Facility (0) (0] (0) (0]
[ESSS**
Natural ecosystem (0] (O]
Islzgsgiltlg: Natural landscape O
Overall satisfaction O O (0]
Facility Program (0)
Space (6]
Stream restoration 0
Water quality/quantity (¢}
RSRP*= Recognition of stream restoration projects
IESSS**= Importance on ecological and social service of streams
Table 2. Questionnaire configuration
Category(Number of questions) Classification Scale
User characteristics (4) Age, Gender, Job, Residence Nominal

Usage behavior(6)

Purpose of visit, Transportation, Access time, Companion, Frequency of visit, Season to visit| Nominal

Citizen participation(2) Ecological experience activity, Stream stewardship Nominal
Access closure, CCTV, Cultural place, Eco-learning place, Facility management,
Importance rank(13) Flooding, Green corridor, Light blockage, Sport/rest facility, Trail, Vegetation| Ordinal
management, Water quality, Wildlife habitat
Water management: Flooding, Water quality
ISA(10) Recreation: Cultural place, Eco-learning place, Sport/rest facility, Trail S Likert

Ecology: Vegetation diversity, Wildlife diversity
Management: Facility management, Vegetation management
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Figure 4. Water quality change of Jeonjucheon
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Figure 5. Upstream view(Left) and survey site(Right) of Jeonjucheon(2014.10.)
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Table 3. Characteristics of Jeonjucheon(%)

Category Classification JST1 JST2 JST3 Total

Male 70( 63.1) 75( 59.5) 77( 52.7) 222( 58.0)

Gender Female 41( 36.9) 51( 40.5) 69( 47.3) 161( 42.0)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

10~20 31( 27.9) 25( 19.8) 20( 13.7) 76( 19.8)

Age 30~50 31( 27.9) 41( 32.5) 83( 56.8) 155( 40.5)

60 and above 49( 44.1) 60( 47.6) 43( 29.5) 152( 39.7)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Char;if::isﬁcs Student 28( 25.2) 21( 16.7) 20( 13.7) 69( 18.0)

b Employed 31( 27.9) 31( 24.6) 40( 27.4) 102( 26.6)

Unemployed/Etc. 52( 46.8) 74( 58.7) 86( 58.9) 212( 55.4)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Wansangu 84( 75.7) 37( 29.4) 111( 76.0) 232( 60.6)

, Deokjingu 12( 10.8) 85( 67.5) 32( 21.9) 129(33.47)
Residence

Other regions 15( 13.5) 4 32) 3 2.0) 22( 57)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Walk&Rest 56( 50.5) 49( 38.9) 43( 29.5) 148( 38.6)

Visit purpose Exercise 58( 52.3) 76( 60.3) 108( 74.0) 242( 63.2)

(Multiple Commute 6( 5.4) 13( 10.3) 5( 34) 24( 6.3)

Choices) Others 9 8.1) 3( 24 o 00) 12( 3.0)

Total 129(116.2) 141(111.9) 156(106.8) 426(111.2)

By foot 92( 82.9) 97( 77.0) 84( 57.5) 273( 71.3)

Bike 6( 5.4) 22( 17.5) 58( 39.7) 86( 22.5)

trazsyé’g;;fm Car 5( 45) 4 32) 4 2.7) 13( 3.4)

Bus 8( 72 3( 24) 0( 0.0) 11( 29)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Less than 10min 48( 43.2) 63( 50.0) 109( 74.7) 220( 57.4)

Less than 20min 28( 25.2) 30( 23.8) 21( 14.4) 79( 20.6)

Access time Less than lhr 25( 22.5) 29( 23.0) 15( 10.3) 69( 18.0)

User behavior Greater than 1hr 10( 9.0 4 32) 1 0.7) 15( 3.9)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Family 15( 13.5) 29( 23.0) 55( 37.6) 99( 25.9)

Friend 33( 29.7) 18( 14.3) 20( 13.7) 71( 18.5)

_ Colleague 6( 5.4) 3( 24) 7 48) 16( 4.2)
Companion

Alone 54( 48.6) 70( 55.6) 58( 39.7) 182( 47.5)

others 3 27) 6( 4.8) 6( 4.1) 15( 3.9)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)

Everyday 43( 38.7) 48( 38.1) 53( 36.3) 144( 37.6)

2~3 times/week 27( 24.3) 48( 38.1) 67( 45.9) 142( 37.1)

Frequency of | 2~3 times/month 16( 14.4) 17( 13.5) 16( 11.0) 49( 12.8)

visit 2~3 times/year 5( 4.5) 5( 4.0) 8( 5.5) 18( 4.7)

Rarely 20( 18.0) 8( 63) 2( 14 30( 7.8)

Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)
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Table 3. Continued

Category Classification JST2 JST3 Total
Spring 3(27) 7 5.6) 4 2.7 14( 3.7)
Summer 5( 4.5) 5( 4.0) 6( 4.1) 16( 42)
User Seasons to
behavior visit Fall 12( 10.8) 11( 8.7) 22( 15.1) 45( 11.7)
Any seasons 91( 82.0) 103( 81.7) 114( 78.1) 308( 80.4)
Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)
Mandatory participation 14( 12.6) 22( 17.5) 24( 16.4) 60( 15.7)
Ecological [ ccasional participation 91( 82.0) 93( 73.8) 115( 77.6) 299( 78.1)
experience —
activity No participation 6( 54) 11( 8.7) 7( 5.0) 24( 6.3)
Citizen Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)
participation Mandatory participation 13( 11.7) 19( 15.1) 14( 9.6) 46( 12.0)
Stream (¢ casional participation 85( 76.6) 95( 75.4) 120( 82.2) 300( 78.3)
stewardship —
activity No participation 13( 11.7) 12( 9.5) 12( 82) 37 9.7)
Total 111(100.0) 126(100.0) 146(100.0) 383(100.0)
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8. Wildlife diversity
10. Facility management

Figure 8. Importance-Satisfaction graph and analysis table
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Figure 9. Downstream view(Left) and survey point(Right) of Jeonjucheon(2014.10.)
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Table 4. Importance rank of evaluation category
. JST1 JST2 JST3
Category Classification
Avg. | Std.dev. | Rank Avg. | Std.dev. | Rank Avg. | Std. dev. | Rank
Water Water quality 222 1.14 1 245 1.00 1 2.38 0.99 1
Management Flooding 0.96 1.01 6 0.91 0.96 6 0.97 1.00 6
Trail 1.21 1.13 3 1.28 1.06 3 1.23 1.11 3
. Sport facility 0.74 0.99 9 0.75 0.95 9 0.68 0.90 9
Recreation -
Eco-learning place | 0.52 0.82 11 0.40 0.76 11 0.49 0.81 10
Cultural place 0.32 0.73 12 0.21 0.50 12 0.24 0.67 12
Wildlife habitat 1.06 1.26 0.86 1.18 0.97 1.23 6
Green corridor 1.24 1.16 1.26 1.18 4 1.50 1.22 2
Ecology
Access closure 0.53 0.96 10 0.40 0.81 10 0.34 0.64 11
Light blockage 0.27 0.67 13 0.17 0.55 13 0.18 0.55 13
Vegetation 1.04 1.14 5 1.39 1.19 2 1.22 1.21 4
Facility 0.90 1.10 8 1.14 1.12 5 0.82 1.03 8
Management
CCTV 0.95 1.19 7 0.75 1.14 8 0.99 1.19 5
Average 0.92 0.92 0.92
Average range: 0 ~3
Table 5. Importance-Satisfaction analysis
) L Importance Satisfaction Mean difference
Site# Category Classification D-(S) t p-value
Avg. SD | Rank | Avg. S.D | Rank
Water Water quality 439 72 1 3.08 1.22 1 131 9.92 .00
Management Flooding 4.13 .76 2 2.86 1.25 5 1.26 9.77 .00
Trail 3.94 .85 5 295 1.31 4 0.99 7.08 .00
. Sport& rest facility 391 81 6 297 1.16 3 0.94 6.70 .00
Recreation -
Eco-learning place 3.89 91 7 2.46 1.17 10 1.43 9.65 .00
JST1 Cultural place 3.50 1.04 10 2.76 1.21 7 0.74 448 .00
Vegetation diversity | 3.87 91 8 2.69 1.25 9 1.18 7.63 .00
Ecology —
Wildlife diversity 3.87 91 8 3.04 1.20 2 0.84 5.62 .00
Plant 4.02 .76 4 2.76 1.21 8 1.26 9.72 .00
Management —
Facility 4.03 78 3 2.84 1.28 6 1.19 7.95 .00
Total Average 3.95 2.84
Water Water quality 4.61 58 1 3.13 1.05 4 148 | 13.98 .00
Management Flooding 437 70 2 3.16 97 3 1.21 11.72 .00
Trail 4.18 83 3 3.10 1.09 6 1.08 8.99 .00
. Sport& rest facility 4.07 92 5 3.29 .96 1 0.78 6.23 .00
Recreation -
Eco-learning place 3.86 1.07 7 2.52 .99 10 1.34 | 10.09 .00
IST2 Cultural place 3.50 1.09 10 2.67 1.04 9 0.83 5.73 .00
Eeol Vegetation diversity | 3.71 1.04 8 2.99 1.02 7 0.71 5.01 .00
colo;
& Wildlife diversity 371 1.04 8 3.17 1.01 2 0.54 3.88 .00
Plant 4.13 .83 4 2.86 .96 8 127 | 11.79 .00
Management —
Facility 397 97 6 3,19 .88 5 0.85 7.39 .00
Total Average 4.01 3.00
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Table 5. Continued

) ) ) Importance Satisfaction Mean difference
Site#t Category Classification D-(S) t p-value
Avg. S.D | Rank | Avg. S.D | Rank
Water Water quality 4.56 .02 1 3.20 1.01 5 136 | 1447 .00
Management Flooding 432 73 2 3.13 .94 7 1.18 | 12.51 .00
Trail 424 .82 3 321 1.08 4 1.03 9.35 .00
. Sport& rest facility 4.08 82 5 327 .89 3 0.80 8.06 .00
Recreation -
Eco-learning place 4.00 .89 7 2.66 .99 10 134 | 1238 .00
JST3 Cultural place 3.55 1.02 10 2.89 .96 9 0.66 5.79 .00
Ecol Vegetation diversity | 3.86 .89 8 3.14 97 6 0.72 6.60 .00
colo;
& Wildlife diversity 3.86 .89 8 333 .96 2 0.53 5.45 .00
Plant 422 72 4 3.02 1.02 8 120 | 1142 .00
Management —
Facility 4.01 91 6 3.35 95 1 0.66 5.83 .00
Total Average 4.07 3.12
i o] AR H )0 A Ba]7) FTiE ol
250 W A AP AHE ) A= e] 7F s =] sl A
by AL ARER) o= ek, okt &
. 425 9 % o], B R F(IV AREH) = AETHFA
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E (Figure 10). 877t 49 a2 4=, A
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] ] , , ] o, AZpelst $A AR FROE HUE o
260 280 3.00 3.20 3.40
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1. Water quality
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9. Plant management 3 Trail
4. Sport & rest facility
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7. Vegetation diversity
8. Wildlife diversity
10. Facility management

5. Eco-learning place
6. Cultural place

Figure 10. Importance-Satisfaction graph and analysis
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Table 6. Importance-Satisfaction analysis of Jeonjucheon
o Importance Satisfaction Mean difference
Category Classification D-(S) t p-value
Avg. S.D Rank | Avg. S.D Rank

Water Water quality 453 64 1 314 | 314 3 139 | 2204 | 00

Management Flooding 4.28 74 2 3.06 3.06 6 1.22 19.61 .00

Trail 413 .84 3 3.10 3.10 5 1.04 14.72 .00

Recreation Sport& reiv,t facility 4.03 .86 5 3.19 3.19 1 0.83 12.08 .00

Eco-learning place 3.92 .96 7 2.55 2.55 10 1.37 18.54 .00

Cultural place 3.52 1.05 10 2.78 2.78 9 0.74 9.22 .00

Eeology Veg.etafion ‘diver.sity 3.81 95 8 2.96 2.96 7 0.85 10.97 .00

Wildlife diversity 3.81 95 8 3.19 3.19 2 0.62 8.50 .00

Plant 413 77 4 2.89 2.89 8 1.24 19.02 .00

Management Facility 4.00 90 6 3.13 3.13 4 0.87 12.07 .00

Total Average 4.02 3.00
B Al vrebgeh, E, 107) FBol tfah 8w vk
] L = 2he] Aol HFA AA 2 17k mEA
% 257} 22Tt WA Uehgth(Table 6), 2145
% g (2008)2] 7 AR} 57 Fodof Tfat ISA Ak
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260 280 3.00 320 S sjade] Bag FRO2 Foiagl, IRz
atstaction 24 oA M40l Belor A melol %Rﬁ}t}
II. Concentrate here 1. Keep up the good work i .

1. Water quality 7y 7k 2 Ao ek ISA A= sh
9. Plant management § %Zﬁdmg 2]2] 9-M=¢1et T E gt AL (AR, <18, o4h
4. Sport & rest faclity o 587 ol gol =g A}, o] 913} 1 ol &
III. Low priority IV. Possible overkill A} oA S 7]_7?_; 3k O A AT} vko) -

2: EiT{ififfﬁfé’m 8. Wildife diversity Ao vero & he] 2342 AlFstast g,
7. Vegetation diversity 10. Facility management A ARt s A9, A AR AL
Figure 11. Importance-Satisfaction graph and analysis =)o) Bast AEwe et ALERAE fsf 4t
table of Jeonjucheon A2 FHe) o 22hejat AT A8AA7 2
%]_'.Q_E /\]943_1 45_]_ J—ﬂ,azﬂgv/I /\;/]o] %33}1—/]_‘ —9—6}1 él]é:.},]}]b]— 32]'5] 7"“‘5‘ el ‘?rﬂ]l\]/d—‘] ¢
NA Bel7h o, T AV AR

(2) 2 72rE v u Zohe AR 9E U FAAL A dairs o
Q% wEn P v AT AHH3.95, 2.84) = A A F53 ASE a7k Qg dhehE
© QA BetEoh BE SA Ueten], 74,01, SR A AR AREH) FES AEw
3.00)= AA| H+#(4.02, 3.00)7 7Hd A% 22 A 9 s FES A n g 429 %
At

B, 55(4.07, 3.12)= AA HFET} %

f

A AA 9 a7t Basiet e AF(T



[0

2t G SRek TR 2 AE ] 7 & AF 9 7hEEr o 2 vHestalTh
A AR AHEH)ol s Elo], dos AlEgh e AT o]0l 7 Ao] Aol TaE A=
HAefpgo] atHh ¥ ied AGIV AREH)] Pl A (S, =AAE Q) wolH, ISA 23}
© AEHEA, sETH, AdEne gal = AEEe 7 A Aol ast o ® yEy
2, %5 - AETR e A9 A usyt AA k] A ot A A e AEA AL AErheld S sl
e A 71A] A 918 AgkS: nhdstal, A=) A AAA 24, AHEY] =9 2 T FU=2] 90
5 22 24 E uAlE AHdRA A B HelE Ado] e
A oFsioF & Zoltt, A=A Ao et S F7HEY Sae Ae
e ol LAY FEL e R U
vV.a2 =2 ok AR, 2ES s EdAA M Saj 3
ol (gt 274 ¥ 2014), A9t AefA A7
= ds AT A ARSI oL g gxjetg) WA 2 4R PrAELEHA
BALe] vhefet &5 vhRE Bk nh st 2007). A=A AT 2 93] 740 A] HHAIEH=
At A - 5 - o9 AHEAS FESkAL o]& Q- W2 golxjek wly 24, 22AA3} AR
£/ ISAE HlE 2o & opd3hd & Brtstaat o w9l 7o A2 A o| T 2|4 Al o] o ET}
A (A s AR )8, 2009; BEATE, 2014)
AR QI W A RS E Q) S, 5pd AEdeuroto 2 oo E(9019)0] B
2 60tl o]t ofyzt 10~20t &) B2 Hl&-o] Za) WA, 7HA X7, o ATe] A ERAA 2
FL RS 5 25 BAS SHORRIE sRe) AW A 5 AR WA
AR eyt 8% A A (Y) Az EXNLS ulgroz 2] Zo|u] Aol el
o 37 QAT AL AVT EAABNG B ol (oMol mUEE, 29 - oupieTele] 4
QU4E|9lon], [SA ATH: HNEV G NAERY g AAZel ABBe) o] Seo] Basi)
7h oA Aol Wadk ROoR Uekth ABR R ol 94 4ol Wagt BopiAs 1
2'S ffaf At = o] S Mo gk 7149l Thajapoke AR} 51901}, ISAQ] BHAE ¢l
25 olH] opdEEe] AAA Ao HANAES o ARAQ PUIE EEe ol vlulsc,
ath ol8x BES Hasksy] do AEEAY = mah gm 2Ao)q e 2] o 8A1E] Hele}
ok AEES WA 7t B asict STH(E 45470% TN Zo)7] Y3 AA= e A

APALS] T8 B4 d ol o] Tt mej7h
stk 9 AP Q) sHak 720 A)
VRS pirste] AAZ] AesHA Bl A

a2

o

Hu
w2 dr HJz [{g o
woof AN RN

ToE PAle A ) 132 sHshe 2ot E3t e 228y
£ a8 A=, ISA Adte e 7t M S8 sh e A o] §-28kE fi=stal A
Al Aol Hagk dEo s yERET. 53] of + HUAE SHOE A&7 Al Weke &
2t Aot o 2 AR AeA T A& Ashz Zlofny, mhA|Rto 2 A ) dRehe A
AA, EAe 324 A=l A5 8, A= sk o) A5 st AFA] s o] SRl el
H E2]0f M AL Qs B2 AlE] #7141 7HA R Ak Aot



U - 0TS - WM / HEH MefSiHS UMY $ 08K ot 231
A = LRATY,

ol a1 oy, HEY, WA, BEA, FE5, ¢

HR2A] £9-8 24 Aes Ao E 3 e e _
2007, 54 A% 3140) T7ke B4 0

Tt /\]"?‘EIL;E)]—IE!I, /QOO]:XH HUZO]—%, ];]_!]-EF/\'I!} Z_].'}\]"E!‘ﬂﬂ Z:}- _—é-_jy_],l:! yS| z—]b';(]o:]j,j_ﬁﬂ/x 7HHH‘]E1

1=y = 1« - w1, UEAI TS E =20

AEYUD, £ aTe dRdeEes el N re1et Sral Al
a1 2Lo1” o1 u B ] O 2 ]L_—"'T 2007E] }—L_oo}'x__ TToAl ]E\__
HUE ARG A1 hS ol 23 =] 5 Ut 25 2o T3k O MAR=R sof|at
= Rl T v bl T, « =

Arg A, 2007, AHEfshd Ed 1ok, Shehy ek
H714], 16(1), 5968,

a7, o1 BE. 2012, A-&A] shlgHEYF T o]

S| JFaQd BA AW, FAA,
BARE SHCE, e d A
37, 28(11), 143-150.

L83, %S, Aghe. 2010, &4 AR B
w49 5 PFo = A AHe F
oz, A A|2ee]A], 16(3), 315-323,

S5 A B A28 http://water, nier.go kr/water
Measurement/selectWater, do

W, J4F, IHE, ou], AHA, 2000, A
230] Ahei shd Belo] W ol AL wish
WA, AR, 230),

Of

A, @@, AFst 1. 2005, AFHLH ]
WEA ST BB S, =gk A Efe)
317], 19(3), 231-245.

A sHE 3], 2009, A3 1049 712,

AR E 9], 2014, AFAef A E 3
20149 = AR 1A,

UG-, MAFE, oA 2012, =ASHY 74

W EA e,
735, 2008, FRE-HHE L4S B T
T B GYL, FHEAY

DO
~
—~
w
=
—
w
a
|
—
Al
jSxl

sk 3, 2014, AEishd BUAYd Ard A

Crompton JL, Duray NA. 1985. An Investigation
of the Relative Efficacy of Four Alternative
Approaches to Importance-Performance
Analysis, Journal of the Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 13(4), 69-80.

Federal Interagency Stream Restoration Working
Group(FISRWG). 1998. Stream Corridor
Restoration: Principles, Processes, and
Practices. GPO Item No. 0120-A; SuDocs
No. A 57.6/2:EN 3/PT.653.

Martilla JA, James JC. 1977. Importance-
Performance Analysis, Journal of Marketing,
41(1), 77-79.

Tonge J, Moore SA. 2007. Importance-
Satisfaction Analysis for Marine-Park
Hinterlands: A Western Australian Case
Study, Tourism Management 28, 768-776.

References

Beon MS, Oh HK, Kim YH, Kim Y. 2005.
Vascular Plants and Urbanization Index in
the Jeionju Stream Area, Korean Journal
Environment Ecology, 19(3), 231-245.

Choi KW. 2008. An Application of Importance-
Performance Analysis to Management of

Hangang Park, The Journal of the Korean



232 SAIYEIL M24H M 3=

Urban Management Association, 21(3),
135-155.

Crompton JI, Duray NA. 1985. An Investigation
of the Relative Efficacy of Four Alternative
Approaches to Importance-Performance
Analysis, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 13(4), 69-80.

Federal Interagency Stream Restoration Working
Group(FISRWG). 1998. Stream Corridor
Restoration: Principles, Processes, and
Practices. GPO Item No. 0120-A; SuDocs
No. A 57.6/2:EN 3/PT.653.

Jeonju Eco River Council(JERC). 2009. History
of Jeonjucheions’ 10 years.

Jeonju Eco River Council(JERC). 2014. Jeonju
Eco River Council 2014 Project Report.

Kang SJ. 2014. A Study of Analysis of Present
Condition and Users’ behavior on
Waterfront in Local City: Focusing on
Nam River, Taewha river, Gumho river,
Journal of the Korean institute of rural,
16(1), 53-61.

Kim DC, Kim DK, Kim SW. 2010. A Study on
Postoccupancy Evaluation of Sincheon
Riverside in Daegu City, Journal of
Korean Society for People, Plants and
Environment, 13(6), 75-85.

Kim HJ, Lee KH. 2012. Analysis of Factors
Affecting Satisfaction for Using the
Pedestrian Space of the Rivers in Seoul-
Focusing on Seongnaecheon, Yangjaecheon,
Cheonggyecheon, Journal of the Architectural
Institute of Korea: Planning & Design,
28(11), 143-150.

Kim M]J. 2007. Suggestions for Ecological Stream
Restoration, Journal of Environmental
Impact Assessment, 16(1), 59-68.

Korea Environment Corporation(KEC). 2014.

Analysis on Effectiveness of Construction
of Ecological Stream Restoration.

Lee MW. 2007. A Study on the Satisfaction of
Hydrophilic Space Facility in Natural
Stream in Urban areas: Focused on the
Natural Stream Cases of Seoul, Mastet’s
Thesis, Hanyang University.

Lee MW, Park JY, Beon MS, Hwang BC, Song
DH, Yang H. 2007. Characteristics of
Each Section of Natural stream in Jeonju
and The Effectiveness Analysis, Jeonbuk
Regional Environmental Technology
Development Center.

Martilla JA, James JC. 1977. Importance-
Performance Analysis, Journal of Marketing,
41(1), 77-79.

Park JY, Kim SH, Ko MH, Oh MK, Shin JC.
2009. Change of Ichthyofauna and Fish
Community on Natural Stream Restoration
in Jeonju-chon Stream, Jeollabuk-do, Korean
journal of environment and ecology, 23(5),
381-391.

Roh YH, Kim BY, Kim HY. 2010. Urban
Ecotourism Site Visitors’ satisfaction and
Behavioral Intentions to Revisit: A Case
Study of the Sincheon Ecotourism Site in
Daegu, Journal of the Korean Association
of Regional Geographers, 16(3), 315-323.

Tonge ], Moore SA. 2007. Importance-Satisfaction
Analysis for Marine-Park Hinterlands: A
Western Australian Case Study, Tourism
Management 28, 768-776.

Water information system. http://water.nier.go.kr/
waterMeasurement/selectWater.do

Yang JW, Beak KH, Yeo WS. 2012.
Environmental Analysis and Sustainable
Management of Urban Streams, Busan

Development Institute.



