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ABSTRACT

Beginning of the human ecology in 1920s, the efforts for applying the environmental values to a policy
have been embodied by the enactments of international agreement and relevant laws. The government
has been struggling to adopt the environmental values for the policy by enacting the relevant laws and
establishing the environmental value evaluation information (environmental conservation value assessment
map, eco-natural map, biotope map). In spite of the efforts to apply the environmental value assessment
information for the habitat potential of wildlife, the application is being challenged by the discrepancy
in methods and criteria. Thus this study intends to measure the potential of wildlife habitat and apply
it to the spatial value classification for the application plan of wildlife habitat potential in policy. Maxent
was used for the habitat potential and the land types were classified depending on the surface and land
use pattern of cadastral map. As a result, the policy matrix including conservation strategy(CS), restoration
strategy(RS), practical use strategy(PS) and development strategy(DS) has been deduced as CS
13.05km?(2.38%), RS 1.64km*(0.30%), PS 162.42km*29.57%) and DS 8.56km*(1.56%). CS was emerged
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mostly on forest valleys and farmlands, and RS was appeared in the road area near the conservation
strategy areas. Boryung downtown and Daecheon Beach were the center of DS, while the forest and
farmlands were presented as PS. It is significant that this study suggest the new approaching method
by comparing the wildlife habitat potential with the land type. Since this study evaluated the environmental
value by one species of leopard cat (Prionailurusbengalensis) with Maxent model, it is necessary to apply

the habitat potential measuring method for various target species as further research.

Key Words : Policy matrix, Maxent, Leopard cat(Prionailurus bengalensis), Environmental value

evaluation information, Boryeong city.
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Figure 1. Study area.
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Table 2. Environmental variables.

Environmental variables Unit Scale  Code Max Mean Min Category  Source
Elevation m ratio ele 790.00 105.26 5.00 DEM
Topography Slope angle  ratio  slo 86.92 1352 - e(llz‘liﬁi
Northness Northness  ratio nor 1.00 0.19 -1.00 model)
Distance from river m ratio wdr 2,574.20 347.16 -
Water Distance from wetland m ratio  wdw 5,291.22 961.93 -
Distance from all water m ratio wda 2,044.75 287.45 -
Distance from large road m ratio rdl 11,236.34 1,740.80 -
Road Distance from small road m ratio rds 1,575.44 172.21 -
Distance from all road m ratio rda 1,522.69 157.31 -
Distance from residence m ratio bdr 2,219.03 255.83 - )
Building Distance from business district  m  ratio  bdb 428141 1,190.41 - B‘IEL‘;W
Distance from all building m ratio  bda 1,493.75 229.49 -
Patch size m? ratio fps  45,924,740.00 8,666,843.32 -
Forest Distance from inside m ratio fdi 984.33 79.68 -
Distance from outside m ratio fdo 1,394.63 61.54 -
Level 1 classification nominal  Icl 15
La;dfl(;fer Level 2 classification nominal 12 44
Level 3 classification nominal  Ic3 89

=

3

NORORNOORNDN0NE: |

Py

®) (@ ®
(a) ele; (b) slo; (c) nor; (d) wdr; (d) wdw; (f) wda; (g) rdl; (h) rds; (i) rda; (j) bdr; (k) bdb; (1) bda; (m) fps;
(n) fdi; (o) fdo; (p) Icl; (q) 1c2; (r) 1c3

Legend: low IMMMMIMINNTT ] high; categorical [ NI TN

Figure 4. Environmental variables.
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Figure 6. Landuse distribution and classification.
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Table 3. Matrix of land categorization.

Cover

Environment cover

Structure cover

True environment (485.17km? 88.51%)

False environment (12.49km?, 2.28%)

Envi
nvironment Dry-field, Paddy-field, Orchard, Forest, Amusement park, Watercourse, Historic site
use .
Saltpan, River, Wetland
Use False development (13.32km?, 2.43%) True development (37.16km?, 6.78%)
Bank, Fish farm, Park, Burial ground, Lot, Factory site, School site, parking, Gas
Development .. . .
use Pasturage, Ect. station site, Storehouse site, Road, Railroad
site, Watersupply site, Physical training site,
Religion site, Mineral spring
&l TEE 1, FEE 0.5, FDE 0.5, TDE -1 A T WelA e A S TR HE
Aedeh, BRE A% WA 398 AHe RER BRIG.
2 | Matl7] wtoll Aol gk oheket el 743} CS(Conservation strategy)+= (1.00,

7 9g % govl 398 pRe

A THFigure 6, Table 3).
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