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ABSTRACT

Now, a management plan is being prepared to conserve the landscape and eco-system of
Hallasan National Park. A major concern of park managers and residents is the visual impact
that activities have on the Mt. Halla landscape. One of the most important aspects of making
management decisions is assessing the visual impact of proposed actions accurately enough to
judge whether or not those actions are acceptable. Park managers and residents need methods
they can use to assess the visual impact of various management actions. The impact of proposed
management activities was portrayed by CCG Photomontage techniques and viewers rated sets
of color photomontages on a 7 point SD scale. The findings were as follows - the CCG
Photomontage is quite practical, vegetation restoration is necessary, and the proposed
management actions are feasible. The visual simulation technique and assessment method in
this research helps residents visualize and respond to management activities, making residents’
participation in the planning process more effective.

KEY WORDS : MANAGEMENT ACTION, VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, RESTORATION, CCG

1 34 29 5% Received on Feb. 5. 1997
2 AFHERE Y2 Dept. of Horticulture, Cheju Junior College, Cheju, 690-170, Korea
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Photo 1-1. Current view of Backrockdam Photo 1-2. Proposed view of Backrockdam

Photo 2-1. Current view of Jangumock valley Photo 2-2. Proposed view of Jangumock valley

Photo 3-1. Current view of Jangumock En- Photo 3-2. Proposed view of Jangumock En-
trance trance
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Photo 4-1. Current view of green-bag A type Photo 4-2. Proposed view of Agrostis planting
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Photo 5-1. Current view of green-bag B type
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Photo 6-1. Current view of green-bag C type

Photo 7-1. Curvent view of anchor-mat A type
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Photo 8-1. Curvent view of anchor-mat. B type PPhoto 8-2. Proposed view of Festuca planting
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Photo 9-2. Proposcd view of timber stepped
ramp
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Photo 12-2. Proposed view of shop site
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4. Incoherent ‘ Coherent  -9.26***
5. Unfamiliar ~~—_ ‘ Familiar ~ -9.07***
6. Man-made > <| Natural ~ 0.18
7. Uninviting / ~~~~~~~ - Inviting -8.03***
* P05 current view
PO e proposed view
P00l

Figure 1. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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Figure 2. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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current view
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Figure 3. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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S proposed view
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Figure 4. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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Figure 5. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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SD scale Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 v

1. Ugly ) Beautiful -0.77
2. Dislike J A Like -2.47"
3. Not mysterious < ' Mysterious -3.09**
4. Incoherent 1 Coherent, -3.43***
5. Unfamiliar ] 7 Familiar ~ -2.73""
6. Man-made < ‘ Natural =277
7. Uninviting " Inviting -1.38
P05 current view
€ s proposed view
> PLO0L

Figure 6. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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Figure 7. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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SD scale Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 t

1. Ugly y - Beautiful -14.15***
2. Dislike Like -8.51*"*
3. Not mysterious * Mysterious -12.09***
4. Incoherent Coherent -12.80***
5. Unfamiliar > Familiar -4.62%**
6. Man-made ( v Natural -8.30***
7. Uninviting i Inviting -8.32**
o5 T C‘rlf)rj;tegij;zw
POl pror

*** P00l

Figure 8. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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SD scale'Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 t
1. Ugly - . Beautiful -8.32***
2. Dislike 3 S Like -8.16**
3. Not mysterious ] } Mysterious -4.19***
4. Incoherent k Coherent -3.65"*"
5. Unfamiliar Familiar 241"
6. Man-made Natural =7.57"**
7. Uninviting Inviting ~5.55***
* P05 current view
OOPCor o e proposed view
¥ P00l

Figure 9. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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SD scale Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 t
1. Ugly Beautiful -3.46***
2. Dislike Like -4.41***
3. Not mysterious Mysterious -3.15**
4. Incoherent Coherent -4.35"**
5. Unfamiliar Familiar -1.51*
6. Man-made Natural -0.83
7. Uninviting Inviting -1.67
* P05 current view
* P01 ===--------=--= proposed view
P00l

Figure 10. Comparison of 8D scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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SD scale Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 t

1. Ugly \ '\ Beautiful -15.30""*
2. Dislike A Like -14.27***
3. Not mysterious ‘ Mysterious -9.80"**
4. Incoherent ' Coherent  -13.05***
5. Unfamiliar ‘ Familiar -10.86*""
6. Man-made ‘ Natural -4.47**
7. Uninviting T Inviting -9.25%**
* P05 current view
= POl proposed view
** P001

Figure 11. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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! Beautiful -8.27*"
Like -6.77""
Mysterious -9.33"**
’ Coherent -7.56"**
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;::3' Natural -13.38***
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Figure 12. Comparison of SD scale ratings between current view and proposed view
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