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Developing Rural Landscape Evaluation Model and Its Application to
Gochang-Seondong Region, Korea

Ban, Yong-Un ¢ Lee, Yong-Hoon ¢ Kim, Min-Ah « Choi, Na-Rae * Baek, Jong-In
Dept. of Environmental, Urban, and Chemical Engineering, Graduate School, Chungbuk National University

ABSTRACT : This study has intended to build a rural landscape evaluation model based on an integrated landscape assessment
paradigm of rural region using an additive integration index method and applied the model to the Seondong Region of Gochang-gun,
Jeollabuk-do, Korea. To reach this goal, this study developed a model to calculate Integrated Landscape Assessment Index. The
model has employed the Objective Landscape Index, the Subjective Landscape Index, and the weighted values, and was applied to
the Seondong region. This study has found the following results: 1) forests and water spaces were assessed with relatively better
visual preferences and better landscape ecosystem; 2) the historic cultural area and scenic agriculture as well as general farm land
were assessed with moderate ratings; and, 3) the villages included in development plan, their adjacent arable farming land, and the

village watercourses were forming relatively poorer landscape.

Key words : Rural Landscape, Integrated Landscape Assessment, Integration Index Calculation, Holistic Approach
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Tolghs dole ofd uE YEsla glor AAF vhe FAoE ATl JAE 12 (Fry, 2001, Tress

o2 FFA(holistic)! 2JP1E 7F-THAntrop, 2004). T
¥ o2 Berdoulay and Phipps(1985)= 73S AYE)
ol mAZAAR] F 7R FRE AAstAT 1A
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. B3], & theFWNBAT 2e Ao wsle) &
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N2 Bee] BHA A L BLE 4D AR B

77y sttt sHARE Sl E mAIAE Ade %
o] 2ol QUAITHRa, 2005) TFF AHe 27 o
T2 7/Md AY dAll AThRa, 2005, Ban et al., 2008).

Ao B4 & A9 T AwErrE 9
3 AEt meS JfiEla o] AgEE uAT A%
Ao GIS AxslE T3l H-8sh= Zolth

a7l lol ARA-F/H o|FAHS s
o5 Ad#e gl FEs| FgHolor ¥
(Weinstoerffer and Girardin, 2000). 73%-2 23

o2 Py olgalA AWsL BAT 5 Qe B3t
AYY Wt ojUet FoA B} AP Uepd &
oJN Az, wehd, dad, AER ojuE A
(Lowenthal, 1975, 1985, Cosgrove and Daniels, 1998,

Antrop, 2004). Zube et al.(1982), Daniel and Vining(1983).
AENE 743 2 Ax(landscape elements)= Ol ZE(ecotope),
H] @ F(biotope), HAH?|(landscape unit), I A
(landscape cell), *| 25 (geotope), A4 *}(habitat) 53 2
o] thakstA A 2]EthChen and Lin, 2007).

Arther et al.(1997)2 743 A4S A= A
FAER M, A= A, At H, 71

w8t Ao, wAe AT, A H2eR B

T Qlow, AnwEsle BHE ATE Ao A
b4 Ao gty HI(IAE SH)EAe Ash

3 9TIm, 1991, Bang and Yang, 2009).

e He EXol g, A Ay, &84 <A,
Azl 1A} T& WISk WASE(Im, 1991, Ra,
2005). A 840 tis AFCQIAHE AHZ o2 HU}
4 At} Lothian(1999)S A2t 73
qe < 3ol AA(objec) . EA A
FHH HAZME TS Be AR A9
TH(Tveit et al., 2006).
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Figure 2. Study Area

Source : Korean Rural Community Cooperation(2006)
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Figure 3 The object space of the region

Source : Ban et al.(2009a)
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Table 1 The integrated landscape fields, types of space, direct and indirect indicators, and weights

. . Indicators of . .
Landscape Fields Types of Space Weights Assessment Indirect Indicators
Natural Forests 0.344 The Degree O‘f NDVI
Landscape Green Naturality
P Water Space 0.103 Area Ratio Permeable Area Ratio
jecti The Buildi
Objective Artificial | Buildings 0.057 © b dmg. Permeable Area Ratio
Landscape Landscape Coverage Ratio
P Urbanized Built-up Areas 0.031 Area Ratio Permeable Area Ratio
Mixed Residential Area 0.074 Area Ratio Permeable Area Ratio
Landscape | Arable Land 0.047 Area Ratio Permeable Area Ratio
Natural - Unnatural
Forest: 0.155 Skyli
Natural Orests yine Beautiful - Not Beautiful
Landscape Landscape Fresh - Muddy
t . ..
Water Space 0.058 Adjectives Open — Close
L Landscape Characteristic - Featureless
H Itural .034 . : .
Subjective Artificial istoric Cultural Area 0.03 Adjectives Matching — Not Matching
Land Land: ightly - ightl:
andscape Ancscape Urbanized Built-up Area 0.012 Skyline Sightly - Unsightly
Harmonious - Incongruous
. . Harmonious - Incongruous
R« tial Art .054 lor L - ;
Mixed esidential Area 0.05 Color Landscape With emotion - Dreary
Land Natural - Unnatural
ANCSCAPE | Arable Land 0031 | Semantic Scale SR L e
Ordered - Disorderly
Source : Ban et al.(2008, 2009a, 2009b, 2012)
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Figure 5 Result of classifying the object space: 42
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