B} 3A) 12(2) 1 163~173, 1998
Kor. J. Env. Eco. 12(2) 1 163~173. 1998

So|&Ex|ge MefBHYx| SHS % ALY
- 3 ST FEX oM AHIAT -
wI21E - o3’ - 27

Ecotourism Planning Framework for Korean Rural
Communities (II)"
- A Case Study in Woopo Area, Changryounggun, Korea -

Ki-Joon Yoo?, Kyong-Jae Lee’, Koo-Kyoon Oh*

O ot
-

B d7e $EA AR e 7| EAEE FHsted 1 BA0] sl ol A3 7] $RE Ao
A AAE YR BFA G 2R e T DA wet ARIATEA FRARGT. FEAGAM L AR R AE
B3 HZ AN S 4T A3, FEAGA A TEZAA @A 239 oo 9ol AA
it oldl wal F1 283 24} AHE B Z @G FAIE AL ool HET AE R Z2ah o
& FUAYIE AAlEAt. a2t & A7AA AAE AZLEE RAGA AL 2N dAl 2 &S HalMe
Hed, d3H, ABH A 5 ITHEA Agaded dE AAHA A&7} s 74d

Fe0 : Bey, 991y, HdS Mot Hoeeol
ABSTRACT

The objective of this study was to develop an ecotourism planning model for Woopo area in
Changryoung-Gun, Korea. To accomplish this objective, Ecotourism Planning Framework that
was established from a previous study was applied into the study area as a case study. As a
result, there was proved the necessity and justification of ecotourism development in Woopo
area. Based on results in the basic environment survey, ecotourism themes were determined,
then, space planning for proper facilities and programs was presented in this study. However,
difficulties from public sections such as administrative, legal, and financial limitations must be
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considered in order to apply a master plan presented in this study into Woopo area.

KEY WORDS : NECESSITY, JUSTIFICATION, CONCEPTUAL PLAN, LIMITATIONS
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Figure 1. Ecotourism planning framework for Korean rural communities
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Figure 3. Actual vegetation map in Woopo area

Species Classification
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Euryale ferox
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Rare species
Endangered species
Rare species
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Table 2. Propriety analysis for ecotourism development

Item Evaluation factor Evaluation grade*
Natural resource Naturalness Excellent
Rarity Excellent
Attractiveness Excellent
Human/cultural resource Accessibility Excellent
Local color/history fair
Possibility of tourism goods Fair
Residents” perception Perception for ecotourism development Fair
Economic condition for ecotourism development Excellent
Willingness of participation Excellent
Visitors” perception Perception for ecotourism development Excellent
Willingness to visit Excellent

* Grade : Excellent, Fair, and Poor
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Table 3. Themes for ecotourism in Woopo area

Theme Content

Aquatic plant species
Aquatic insect species
Wildbird watching
Role of swamp

Swamp ecosystem

Local industry Fishing
experience Picking(snail)
Farming

uet AuwAe Adkoz AeE, vhE, wvl,
MEE 59 4480 BOL. 24l el
5 ok £MES, 1E% 22 FE S0 Be
SAZA7 A5 A A4 S 72
Romz $¥o ¥4 4HE T 4B FA2
YA, TR TAA Bel, $9 §8 AR
A3 EE 8T Qe e 4TI 2=
A A2 ke AT o 40 A

(1) ok ZBHY

$EAGL ANBRAZ ZHY AL 08T
e SEA A% oS, o ohE, FAE o}
2 998G 23 vhge $3) 394 Aoz
e 5718 Relde] dEvhez 2Asd LA
SuAZAS) 983} FY, BRG] 59 AP
2I9S LR AUt £ ol gAML
g AE3o] o §AMNY APA Aoz eYHES
B ohE ok} R Thee B¢ A1E
5719 5328 Bl A9 QA A5 57
48 AGetes 2990

(2) XIHEE2 FAAHE

FEAG = A A F BF FA
2t 49 AABREE —T"“?‘F}"it}(Table 4). A4
VER 2 539 $EE VIEAZE A 3



172 FAE - 1BA - 27E

Table 4. Nature trail planning

5 4e A 12(2) 1998

Trail name Interpretive themes Length(km)  Time(hr)  Trail type
Nature trail 1 - Role of swamp

(Environment and economic importance) 2.5 2:00 Transit
Nature trail 11 - Aquatic plants

- Aquatic insects 0.8 1:00 Loop

- Rare plant species
Nature trail III - Ecological succession 0.9 0:40 Loop
Nature trail IV - Wildbird watching 2.4 2:00 Loop
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