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Abstract

Rural community follows the rural community regulation to finish master plan of community
development. Leader of the community faces law and administration problems while practice the
development plan. Soil and Water Conservation Bureau organize a sustainable accompany team to
help rural community to achieve goals in their master plan. In this work, sustainable accompany team
will be regarded as service orientation unit. It provides high quality service and got high satisfaction
and trust from rural community. Objectives of this research is to set up rural community accompany
team’s service quality evaluation model. 13 rural community accompany teams was study subjects.
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Results of this research shows that expect of service positive correlation with accompany quality and
service satisfaction. Service satisfaction and ability to deal complaint positive correlation with trust of
rural community for accompany team. Moreover, it is a good model applied executive performance,
accompany performance and community service quality indicators to evaluate rural community
accompany teams. Modify weights of indicators will be useful to improve identification ability of the

model.

(Keywords: Rural Regeneration Community, Satisfaction Survey, Service Quality)
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of Soil and Water Conservation)
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Table 1. Sampling size of rural regeneration community questionnaire survey at counties in
Taiwan
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H % 16 11 68.8
PR 11 8 72.7
Wi hs 15 11 73.3
RS 49 34 69.4
2 36 26 72.2
FAT RS 25 18 72.0
A= 31 22 71.0
EFEL 46 33 71.17
R 24 17 70.8
E2E2h] 47 34 72.3
(=T 26 19 73.1
st 20 14 70.0
FEHEA 27 19 70.4
ER 31 22 71.0
A 1 1 100.0

T 419 300 71.6

2147




KR ELER 49 (3): 2143-2158(2017)

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 49 (3): 2143-2158(2017)

= e ERHE A

FE STk S P B PR AR AR i A
AT - RS I R R > DR
—fELIHE AR R T R YRR -

AHE L, SERVQUAL R % b B 5542
HE R DU EHASE ~ [ REEVE - HHE
TR ~ AR R (S B T R
(1 8) e T A P B S (B
o DA P o Bt St HHLAIRTS
SE B B RA I WA B R
BRSSO R A S N
R R TR LT
R E RIS HERL - AR EERE AR
% BBEERE S 10 B EEWE S
SRR RFFT 10 5% 145 453
$ 100 53 » ALK SR L BB AT T 5
> W N T R B B 1 L
SIS - M R R A TR A
ek o SRR I o SRAITLE A - 1
AR A VI - 50 R
O N A RIS - H EER G
HTEBT R E AR BT A — ERE

il - HIOEZEREA AR AL

H B R B 88 S SRk RS R B EEE 1%
ABTTRE T ELE - B =R F AR
FrEEi At EEELLS - HAVIER R

2148

B A R B B Y AT
P - SEPURIR A A S -
R B RE R 5+ B AE 7 ZE R 44 b2 28
T -

RIELLEIRA - AGtEStat 2 103 %
EERNEAESEZ HEA 419 (F - )
8 AR R R S RATHEE BB TAREE MRS - 3
) 300 (E LI T E L G E (R L) -
FEARTIAEEFREGER ZEE - e
OB SREEE Ryt ERpEl 3 A HAffER 2 A
DIEFWSELBEERZER » WINGER 2
£ - BrtEAmE EBIE 2 HE A EEE
BlEZPHEAREZ -

B SRR 177
TR S8 2 B B TR Lk
b BB TER T RS s 2 > 25

[l

BRI R - 0 RORREE A
B St AR, - TR PRA
SOIEB RIS B
RS A B RGERT BE - TR
SEHIEE S B AR IR
CEREEICHEUERE - TR (B
WRCES) S, - RIS R
R TREERR G ST | 5 5 IS 85
F5100 53  SHEREP HRAK 2 -



Table 2. Items and grade of executive performance evaluation
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Table 3. Items and grade of accompany performance evaluation
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