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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study is to prepare the conservation category to establish the Natural
Ecosystem Conservation Area(NECA) in Korea. The authors prepared the conservation category
for the NECA based on the previous relevant papers and reports. This draft of conservation catego-
ry was examined by way of the case study. From this, the possible factors are introduced to pre-
pare the final conservation category that can be applied directly in Korean situation for the conser-
vation of natural areas. The present conservation category was prepared based on the possible
data, while some factors of which do not possess the adequate raw data at the moment was
removed. According to the reference analyses from the previous conservation categories reported in
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order to prepare the conservation category in the NECA, a total of 27 factors was assessed; 21 for
rarity and 15 for utility and diversity, 13 for size, for both naturalness and human influence, 13
for typicalness 12 and 10 for fragility. From the literature reviews, the categories which quantita-
tively assessed was 13; 9 for rarity, 8 for human influence, and 5 for size. From the 27 conserva-
tion categories assessed, the factors such as rarity, taxonomic distinctiveness and threat was
regarded as applicable to the Korean situation. Furthermore, the criteria such as use could be
applied further when this is supported by the augmentative research and field studies.

KEY WORDS : RARITY, TAXONOMIC DISTINCTIVENESS, THREAT
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A7) F7t2 e sivict GEo] Aota Fi
734 AR L, 23, 23R Q13 Ak A H)
A7t A FAEx Yt} H2 59 A 2 d29
71%o] g BT olel AAAAE o2
#Estn B3 A7t g #H= HAH golA
2 ek, olol whet AAMEAE Aoz HAS
I #Ede R F7loA ofF Fa% BAR T
3 glet

g AAAEAY] BAL F-AE 2 r|AE F
o] HART ol AAE A BHE H3lA T8
gt qubstd AeAle 184 F o shie d
& AAY EBEE 2T 5 7] WEelt} wA
AECGFE ] &4 JARY Y ARt o} E
Fatn Y L/ F-AEFY vYEZY v =2
Z A B ol g} $ele AEINAR gloA =
Z29% BA7F I 9t

AAMe AL BAL AARez {43 HAEA
& AFEAY 448 F e ALE AFstn, A
2 Aol A, FFE 52 MY + 3= oA
FAAAe] o] et

1960 At e AEE AABELE ol 2 v
g A7 BAd g 8ol wig FxHD
dok, old a AR+ FAH M Bitslof 9]
o] F¢Aolx AMAHQ A7 FAe] A UA
2252 £33 3l AF ot (oA F. 1994).

A 3 Ut BANGE B A 2 &
3 FHNES BA] Y8 27 DA b
A Ay 58 93t vt BAXG L 24
FARAY BIAREY S oA AF & e
Ha glov, BAAY Ao @3t AALA &L
vlE o] 9z g Aotk E3], [UCNOIA A

i

Algta gle BAAY] JrP)E 1582 &€ B
AA T 2 A4 A HAR 7] AR S TG
HEE d8 dAdFezr 8¢ AF]H(IUCN,
1992), &t dle F - AEAdY B = 3
ol obnh. A 2 Hate FARETH L E3A
HeWe o % B 3 B AT o] &
AR se EEE 71EelU 2471 9ok, =3 A4dg
BERAY oM BTN YA LA o]
gt RAAY S A stn AT dA R3] 7)E
glo] A%, nAIE 3 Aot

wat B AR BAAGE A3 o],
A BEE BAAYG BPE, A R EF S
715 2 2A YEF Fold B8 =8 S lgeR
H7P1EE ARsta, AR E 78S BAA Al 24
& A=F $8 yete] AAd A3 BAX G
Hr71EE A Hstna gt

of Ty

BRA ) FHFH Hop|EdE 1387 98 A
F grle} FAst FuUlelA] LFxE Htr|Fel
#F =23 B 5L uReR FAATE AA
s, ol & Zslo] £ v 4y A L4713 ot
NEE FE3u. FHETFE B3l =29 ¥}
718 F 2O B HrEE 1R MEE
I, HE Sl AFHoR &) 7Hedt 7F
< 27 AWt HEHLE 1, 22 REHF A
Med H7E F 712A59 ¥Hoz 9 v
A AL F gl FPIEL 27 Agstn ¢
yalol X 2 go) 7ted Hrpr1ES AFHoz A%
s},
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1. S| MYAHT HnEN

BAX G 3t Hrlr) &g dF s sl U
Aol 7| 2R L At BATA O] i@
71 E-S A G TH(Table 1), 9 FAIA e}
g EME Au, & 2700, 3AA (rarity)
213, &84 (utility)# ohd (diversity) 153,
A3 (size), A4 (naturalness) 2 A 4
(human influence) 133, &4 (typicalness)
123), &2 (fragility) 10312 Vel Aw 3
o9 AT e thekd, 1A, A4 T 71Fel A
£8 A $E gt

gAY AEF 7oA FR3 AR F9 shto
o, 219 9a4dE FHsE e VIFoE AME
1o Jtk{New, 1995). @Al £ vl e 87
B AR 2E7 BN ET BB EY &
ARTE Briste Mg Astn e A4Folg
AL 29 FE grsle ¥ AMgEY, AT A
B3 w39 BAE g8 AlEC] AR FashA
Azvete 77180l (Kim & Maunder, 1994).
AL WA FH Yo 3o B0z glen, A
2xe] Wyo|} gty 2 ge Fof siH vt Fastn
Attt FLEAM IANL BRTY VHE AT F
g3 BZteta, Edge s e 22 T
A8 W dol E5Ee BAA nsior & A
A gAolth. ok HEo] ¥y Foluk £ e
& FToiAle AHA Bart b 8% 2dolER
AR BAe $HAoz Qe BEAotH(New,
1995).

gL AESTEY, FRTYA, Mt
o oA B7tEY, BAle AL AHEEA] Y Fot
Z1Eolth, dAl thFAdel Wit 7)ol AMEEA Ye
olfre T ET ol MAAtiekge ek A
F7F A FYER] goen A@/Hog Y &
de g s FHFIAFIE AT FFA
AFEthe AR TRl BHAdg 7835k 4
F8F gholy, 53| LHFFEL] A= HAEF
FEETE A4A 9 d&gdolt 123 kel &
a8b7] Y& (Kirby, 1992) 329 BAXYE %7}
wiAE 7ELE AFEEA @1 T BAYE S|
A AREE TS WOl EE Adshe A 43
o wet 2 A AMgEte Aol Bov(3$d,
1996). A& AHEE We TFR T T5, A4

ood

A& TR AHEE AS dxdn g
(Goldsmith, 1983). 932 TF X (species
richness) 8} 22 A2 A3l A&3l2 3lo,
A 9| Wae] Frletd F471 $RRlER 2 A7)
o] % 7} ol AYE vag W FE AMSEY
(Kim & Maunder, 1994). vtz sAA - Fo]
i AAA e F3E] e A7 2ol o= Fo] Q1
7re] 44 B HE e 97t FAAY FAANHE
W 2o tiiel B 4 i Bkl 2o A5E A
EWHKim & Maunder, 1994). EAAH o)M=
gAY HtE BREE e, Frdyg, MAAT
Fd B AEH BEAA] @A sielste Fobsta gl
t}(Rabinowiz, 1986: Xu Zaifu, 1987: A&}
2335, 1998).

FEAe A £ vgd 71X E 2T 5 YE
HEZS $AH2 BAgof gl Jozg w83
7150l #AY g4 7t v AAAQA FAFE ol
E2 AESUYFE BA9 47 soldY
(Frimack, 1993: 1998). us ¥ g&d FE9
B EE nHE AUy Adn Agsl dokn
g & glon Q1719 o] g8 FUE Fxstn YTHH
%4, 1996).

A e N EL ol AR =] 71 BE V)
Foz 4#lx 2k (Diamond, 1975a; Simberloff
& Abele: 1976: 1982: Terborgh, 1976). EAX
o] Aol ye g Hgdte AFAEL B2
o] &4 EHEEC] W UER 4] BEEY] w o
AA TS 714 F27F Egdvtn F43he wd
{(Frimack, 1993), o8] 7}9) #-& EdA9& 24
ke AFAEE o8 e Baxgel e A7
e BAAGET AKX Kol thekstn, o B
L dAZE 2¢E 4 Utz Eng v 9o
(Simberloff & Gotelli, 1984). H& o th& 7|5
o} 7A] =o] A& Y1Foln, dAle] HAYES ]
BP1Ed e AL AHE-3A] @1 e FEolth

BAAEENN AL AlF 2AaAdE 9ns
= AR 17ty 3o wE AuE e Bl
€ 7IEe 2 Ad9HR UtHGoldsmith, 1983). 2
AL Aort GAsA] g i BFEY vwdde
A& ousta, o|n] o7l Wale H=g Hrlste
BAYelles FHHoR H7] 4d(Disney, 1986:
New, 1995). 2194& AAs7]e o @A g 2%
go] ¢l oz Abgdlr|s 8 a(Kim & Maunder,
1994), QIztel 4 wiAAEE YeEhfrie &
(Wright, 1977 Marguless & Usher, 1981). of
#4 (typicalness)2 AF437 FAH3F 9oz A4
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Table 1. Classes of criteria and frequency used in the previous studies

Criteria
Authors
Helliwell(1969) o - - o T T T
Ranwell(1969)
Ratcliffe(1971)
Tubbs &
Balckwood(1971)
Tans(1974) -
MAB(1974)
Gehlbach(1975)
Goldsmith(1975)
Ratcliffe(1977)
Wright(1977)
Austin &
Miller(1978)
Adamus &
Clough(1978)
Van der Ploeg &
V1ijm(1978)
Everett(1979)
Usher(1980)
Usher(1983)
Goldsmith(1983)
Usher(1986)
Disney(1986)
Rapoport,
et al.(1986)
Vane-wright
et al.(1991)
Frimack
(1993, 1998)
New(1995)
o] 5(1996)
#$d(1996)
Freitag &
Jaarsved(1997)
o] -#0](1997)
NErs
A 3(1998)

Frequency 21 1515 13131312105 5 4 43 3 32 2 2111111111

1. Rarity, 2. Use, 3. Diversity, 4. Size(Area), 5. Naturalness, 6. Human inference, 7.
Representativeness, 8. Fragility, 9. Potential value, 10. Richness, 11. Taxonomic distinctiveness, 12.
Recorded history, 13. Accessibility, 14. Attractive, 15. Intrinsic Value, 16. Cost, 17. Relative occupan-
c¢y. 18. Tenacity, 19. Replaceability, 20. Proximity to other sites, 21. Unknown factor, 22. Tenure, 23.
Management, 24. Previous studies, 25. Capacity, 26. Contribution, 27. Susceptibility
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5 (Goldsmith, 1983), 7|#<¢] #H&o] Ui 3
A B} slck, $8] veel A fole HELE 4
£8 & AE 712ARY EF02 YA G H}
£ Aol TR & F7F ek, BARX G AR E F
of AFAFEN7E YAE S RIS e XE A TG
o Ho} AR GAAEE FoHE vl Eel glan, 74
€ YA AA T E Ho® gl

7k} ZH4el gt Hrr1Eo 2 ¥4 (threat),
& A (fragility) . &= 7] ¥ (vulnerability) %
o] golz F2 AL&HQ o™ (Ratcliffe, 1977
Ploeg & Vlijm, 1978), AelAle #8& &3l
© N"gFolgte Mo AHEE £ U EE,
1996). Azte] 2kl Wit ke HYEE3] (Red
Data Book)< o] &38tEX], A21xe] AR =, Fef
Mol 7hed 58 F2 AN Qe e
2 e YEA FXE F¥e] £45 1 gl

o, td, A, AHAZAM Y 75l A& i
1 AEHIUCN et al., 1991).

Tans(1974)& ¥ A=st SAEHE AF s
= H 7Y Fa% mejaldeletn stglon, AHEAY
A =29 AA HrldME QAzte 1Y FE&
AgET FAMNA N VX e oz Fr3H T
(F+¥, 1996).

HAYEE] HrprlEd] g Aoy Fa3HA
AZrete G52 AEUSAe BA S et gAY
B2 B39 QIzte) 7t o g HalXe B g =
ZAolthH(Frimack, 1993: 1998). Al $a et
Mo BB BAHA gAY Hrto) g A
v RI7Ee] A A g A7t FE Foln], BV
TH NN FastAl Wzetn (M F) 0F
&, 1997 o] f7], 1997).

Table 2. Quantity of criteria and frequency used in the previous studies

Authors Citerta 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Tubbs & . _ ~ _ o o ~ _ ~ 5 B .
Balckwood(1971)

Tans(1974) - e} 0 - - o) 0 - o - - - _
Goldsmith(1975) O - 0 - - - - - - o - - _
Gehlbach(1975) o ¢ - - - o) - o) o) - - - -
Van der Ploeg o o o B o ) o 5 ) o . o .
& VHjm(1978)

Austin & o o o . B ) ) o ) ) ) ) )
Miller(1978)

Rapoport et al. ~ ~ B ) . . ) ) ) _ )
(1986) © ©

Vane- Wright ~ ~ B 5 B B . ) . B . ) )
et al.(1991)

ol¥d £(1996) O - o) - - - - - - - _ -
#H$¥(1996) 0 0 - - - - - - o - - _ -
Freitag & o B o o ) . . ) ) ) . )
Jaarsved(1997)

o] 1} (1997) 0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
MR ¢ - ) ) . ) ) . ) ) ) i ) i
A%5(1998)

Frequency 9 8 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 1

1. Rarity, 2. Human inference, 3. Size, 4. Taxonomic distinctiveness, 5. Relative occupancy, 6. Use, 7.
Diversity, 8. Representativeness, 9. Naturalness, 10. Richness, 11. Potential value, 12. Replaceability,

13. Intrinsic value
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2. aNoz ARZE WIPIEo tst HlnEM

A E7A 9 AT Hr7Eel FHAQ vt A
AR ALt Bon, AR 7|EE o9A F&
g AR g AFe F3 =8 9] Fr)
F FA FFH o2 RN Frp|ES HPAF
of 9N g 2 Az, 3HAe] 93], <13ty 74
83], WA 43l WIxE BRygon 19909 °]3e ¥
771l Bj Aol e HA, A el
A, EREH BolAdo #3 A7t FFRE R
1tHTable 2).

g AFA Yo AsHE WPIE F VY
Z a3 AAete A B7EE Holdoltt. £/
A EBEolAL AEFHUE FEZTJM o F83A
RAZEHE QA=A BAR G fA8E, e 5
AL v sti(New, 1995: Xu Zaifu, 1987:
Vane-Wright et al., 1991).

TR GA] dA) o] AFe] T A Fd| & thE
Aol JeA Ex o] AHE Hdte BHEFTL T
QA & geobdle o f88tA AHEE F e VE
o]t} (Freitag & Jaarsved, 1997: Everett,
1979: Ratcliffe, 1977). A% 2 vete] 2+
e T - AEFNAM Fotrlold FHoAofeke] 1)
T A7 FHE A ) W& el f2] vhatellA
E 2fF0)E stdags dATTMAM 288 7MA
o] v &} nAAel Afole AHFTIISY] A3
A7} sy FE J12AEE AHEE Favt
dtt.

AhA AL A G gtoll ojEl YEFo] AAstn
GuietE M2 st tdld dF= F2 F7 HA
W AAGAY gholl A Fo] AX| ek WA e H &
&8 ot Ao IrldYe HRES Bol AL
t}H(Freitag & Jaarsved, 1997). @A %] Vel
MNE AEBAY FEA7} HEIAA] FolA o
od 5 - A EE0] Msta e Ao W3 7|2
7} BEstee Add H{AEe 48 & e 4%
o]t}

22 Yge dpdie F2 AP 2§54
EolA, Q7o A7 Tl B3 AF(l¥d T,
1996: H4&, 1996; o|&ul, 1997: A<} A%
3, 1998)2 NEA o= FY3lu o, 53] o7
o d(Rabinowitz, 1981: Cody, 1986)cilA ¢}
Zo) FAA ¢ GAAAE A HAE F U= B
& A7+ vk A (AR HAE, 1998).

A BB A 15(3) 2001

3. 2EX|o| HOD|IE ME
BANEEA o BA Eujel $2) Vel AT

A BA wge Aoz BAXGY i ES
ARsgrt. BAAGAA BALAEHE st
BRx e Hr71EH FHH0 R BAgor & AE
%9 29 & nestd,

71E Ao A Bl E R Wol AMEE T, B FA
o2 Agd HrPEL A, AR T4, B,
gy, AdA, 784, BEFEH SolA, tEAY
8712} H7pr)Eol AUt

e BTG FAIZRA S REFS
BEH R F7kske 715 € 7R3 e, Fudd
A ge] AL F4(number of species) ¥ FAE
(evenness) & A3FH HFTE A Lea=
(Krebs, 1985; £33, 1992) ¢4l T3
durz) Fa (4, 1996), FAIEAFE F4 9
3 G ASH 2 (Cox, 1985)01 22 F34 9l H77)
Folgk & & glok. g ke st FrprEe o
T AFE HZ TN ol &HA FE AL Ko
o, 3| A4 HIblA F, A, A=A EHY v
A 718 ol gt AR o2 Brlsle RS AMEE)
B 2 (Rabinowitz, 1981 Cody, 1986) #7171
A A LA T}

A3z ¥ Fofrt g48kA e oW #FE
I vlwgehs A& 9nsla, o9 of71d wisle] A

& grlsle A fde F¥Hoz H7 4
(Disney, 1986: New, 1995). =] A4 H7}
o %3 A7 A S Hrlkslr] Y dol A,
Fx47 4%, EFZ ol F& AL AITH(H
£33, 1996), HEZF AAd H&3le ofdx, u
B9 AS N&AES FRHAY, F7MHAY BE
Zof i3t XA} o] FolH Aol A1 EE = Ut
71&0]7) W&o olA 7R o) AEA #H 2}
AdFoln ZAAA L] MEY BEZAWL o] FoiA]
A & f8 vtk S J&3700 47 271 o
ol Brt71Eel A AYAIZ

HA e A BAYEET M “SLOSS(Single
Large or Several Small)"¢] 7/'do=z ez #EE
=] HE Al =4c] BolA g1 dove
H7}7120ltH(Diamond, 1975; Simberloff &
Abele, 1976). =3 o}g 712 B4 HEFQ] XA
TR i3 A7t FPHUE ¥ BeAG, AA A
BZS Udes 3t dve FYEA ¥ it A
Aol date] FFH oz Yty A7 Aol 7A
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2l MaA WA g A5 glen, &R AAA
A5} A, el 43 Ado R wetsted Hrlst
A} (Tans, 1974: Goldsmith, 1975; Ploeg &
Vlijm, 1978; Austin & Miller, 1978) F#H o2
H718l717F 7] el HrE7 oA Al A H T

FEAAL QBTG FolA HEFS 7R E B
e £83% 7|20 9T HSdde gad vt
X o} w{A FIA R ALEo] THedR ] HF-E HULsk
o, U g SANES Hrste Aol Fiolut 4
402 AME3tE T A& Hrlsle Hrlste 71H
S AlgslgTHA A E, 1995). FEA4L I 2%
77 el g A17F FAS A Yol AAH, 78
2 AR g Hhal7] o el Boikake] FEA g
o2 Bris7) & FHol A}, &3] FuleA & of
2 QEFo| g FAAQ A7t APHA| ot A
EZ 9] 7halell tiete] P& m23 7] el 3
7V 5o A ek

Ao A 2] vete] BRAXHol gt Hrt
NEE AMEE £ e HEe AN, E7EE 5o
g, Azte 4 37 E dAHJ L, UA] vE
L 7 2ARREE AMEE Ut glth, o] F Tt
2 A Bl F, HAA, AEA Hele] vk
B7HE o] &3l FA AL Holste WS A&
o2 gHA Hrtdl X vk & & ot

4. $al Y20l Hgkst @oP|IE

doln 4B B2 HAY, BHE 5ol
X, Q1zre} zHdel tistel 92 Ueeld A §7bs
HrP12ede AN et 2Tk ANE BAE
2R =oyo] $Ho] 140 HEE ANIY

rlo

Table 3. Ratings of rarity based on the richness,
habitat diversity and geographical distrib-
ution of the taxon

Table 4. Weighted values based on the criteria of
conservation priorities

Rare Vulnerable Endangered
Family 6 8 9
Genus 3 5 7
Species 1 2 4

Criteria of rarity Rating

a-diversity  f-diversity = 7-diversity
Frequent Frequent Frequent 1
Frequent Frequent Rare 2
Rare Frequent Frequent 3
Frequent Rare Frequent 4
Frequent Rare Rare 5
Rare Frequent Rare 6
Rare Rare Frequent 7
Rare Rare Rare 8

7l gEod B Brilee FAE 13l HA AAls
o Frp1Ete] Fa5E REE A

(1) &y

3N Hrte 8 vt Zol 7|2AES BF
Agg Ade HAE f3td B dFddAME
Rabinowitz(1981)9] AEF] i 3 A4 H71d
Holl Zaifu(1987)¢] £584H $H-HE £83 A
2% 9371 FAA F7bhE S A8t o e
MEZF o] FE T (Species richness), A&t}
A BEE FAld vlmaly] g Eo 7|29 3HAA
Ao Ald F Je MAAY A2 EEAA
FAlH B 9o thekd e HiP|EE BAl
88 £ 9 AHol sddh.

HAARA] SAY H7FEL BHFTolv 2R
&3t AEFTEC] A i Bddl glojA
Fade PR Qs Ao Asle A¥
7t Bska, HAZY EAEoE= HAFY A
wal Fgol WAAE Aol dA(McArdle,
1990). E3 AEF e AL HHE + YA
7 ERToNG ZABA BE SHY Te AN
FEo IE AL g 5 gl

ueha] 2 Ao AFA MAG Hrbge A
Fol Y& W 2A MAsA T ARSI Be F
colut, AEFY A7|7t A4Ee] BAR Zx 3 X
Aol A2t BEFT & AL Aol upe} Hr}
£ B2 3§ BASMesd b tE S i) g
of g¥%o] 2W g % uad 4 Ut

B FFoA EAeHAEs e dzg RRee v
e fe vete] 4E97 T - AE F RIS
3] # (Rare)oll, 2EH715L EZ 97148 (Endan-
gered)®] BA SN 7M5AE 288l 43819
=3

o

A4 = (AAY A5 x BRE AHEA)/72
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(2) 2Fsie 50|M

ERet B0l ArE AANARFTY §A
gy, AELAQ 5A4E wddle N Fes
1990dd] o| ol #2ts] 1 gle Hr|EoZ ofd
7oA AHEEA Frirt 2ol gAY
4, EA 5o HrpeERd o 71X A Hols
A 71¥oltt. o] Hrp|EE ERTY TUFEE
YotEolx Hrltele 7|Pe g & e i & 9
A BEIe FUT TY A S BY & <ol A8 AE
Zo] v AFEY EFc] ¥ EuH(Faith, 1994:
Williams et al., 1994 Daniels et al., 1991:
Freitag & Jaarsved, 1997). Ef83 EolAo]
Fog olfre & e I B YA HEIE o
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