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ABSTRACT

A protected area means a space designated and protected by law from development pressure and
environmental pressure. It is mainly designated to protect specific ecosystems, natural landscapes, and
cultural resources from irrational development (or damage), and involves policies of the public sector
such as central and local governments. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) has conducted conservation and restoration projects for preserving natural eco-
systems and genetic resources. In order to conserve the ecosystem in the protected area, national and
public organizations purchase private land and use it ecologically; in addition, ecological restoration
project is carried out for the purpose of creating waterside ecological belt or preserving ecosystem.
Land acquisition refers to the land where highly influenced by the water quality and need to restore,
and purchased by negotiating with the landlord. Although the nation and public institution carried out

ecosystem restoration project for partial purchase land in order to conserve ecosystem, it is below the
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expected effect due to lack of comprehensive management system and have some problems in restora-

tion project and unification of management institutions. Land acquisition in Donggang River Basin

Ecological Conservation area is initiated in 2005 for creating income of local residents and ecological

restoration. However, the lack of overall management and awareness resulted in poor vegetation growth

and poor response by local residents due to terrain exposure.

As such, there is insufficient research on the current situation and systematic integrated management

although the number of land acquisition is increasing year after year. Futhermore, overall recognition

and follow-up monitoring of eco-restoration are still inadequate. Therefore, the survey on the awareness

of the purchase land ecosystem restoration project is necessary for the efficient restoration project and

establishment of the management strategy for land acquisition in the future. Therefore, in this study,

we provide fundamental materials on further research projects by carrying out research on the awareness

of ecological restoration projects in the Donggang River basin ecological preservation area.

Key Words : Protected area, Purchased land, Ecology restoration, Management strategy
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Table 1. Survey results on personal information of
local residents

classification rate(%)
male 54.7
sex
female 45.3
20s 5.8
30s 5.8
age 40s 233
50s 233
more than 60s 41.9
Pyeongchang-gun 12.8
. Yeongwol-gun 41.9
residence
Jeongson-gun 44.2
others 1.2
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Table 2. Survey results on personal information of = FF AYEA A9 F2 A a8 B4
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business | enyironment 364 286 1. 23} U nEt
field civil engineering 68 7.1
administrative 159 3.6 1. MER=SIAI OIAIS
others 4.5 3.6 b o]l N
o = I
service yes 50.0 82.1 1) JIK:II:’}E U= T E"’}'
experience | no 50.0 143 AR ELAAR Al tigk QA 2ARE o],
less than five years | 47.7 3.6 HHEAY o8 wEe g LRl X 39 &
service 5-10years 22.7 14.3 o ZAFs )
period |2 S T B3, A At A
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Figure 2. Recognition status of ecological restoration projects

local residents public official professional
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Figure 3. Visit experience of ecological restoration projects
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Figure 4. Degree of satisfaction of ecological restoration projects

professional
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Table 3. Survey results on realization of ecological restoration projects

B very satisfied

a little satisfied

neither good nor bad

M 2 little dissatisfied

B very dissatisfied

L local residents public official professional
classification
persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%)
recognition | know 67 719 33 75.0 27 96.4
status don’t know 19 22.1 11 25.0 1 3.6
visit yes 56 65.1 24 54.5 11 39.3
experience no 30 349 20 45.5 17 60.7
very satisfied 2 2.3 4 9.1 - -
a little satisfied 12 14.0 6 13.6 - -
SaGtgi;:ct(i)(En neither good nor bad 15 | 174 14 318 5 17.9
a little dissatisfied 13 15.1 - - 5 17.9
very dissatisfied 14 16.3 - - 1 3.6
e K 2) QA% vl 72
AnkA o 2 A EAatg o thejr = o2 e EArtg ol thgk gt 3F Q1A= v
ol &1 glom, 1 F FFLET AA SHEHA I, AqF, #HF R, AT HEd
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A BEola}, AErtee A $HA HE 0] 0.050]5t2A Het 3t HFdAfole &
otz ¥PHoR ANsn Ytk T ol HoR foId Ao Uehth Axeito
AE7FeE A S¥E Bo] =8t 3 T rFE 005904 s HeplAl &
on §A%9 2L AUBAAE gRE ) dovololete] SN fel@ Aoz e
2EE AEHAY Aol ARkl 3ol Hepol U AAAQ QA E Aoke fo3 o g wdt
B WS S Aor addn §HH(Table 4).

Table 4. Group comparative consideration on awareness

Classification sum of squares |degree of freedom|mean square| F significant probability

recognition between group 0.901 2 0.451 2.908 0.058

status inner group 24.017 155 0.155

.. . between group 1.466 2 0.733 3.061 0.050*
visit experience

inner group 37.123 155 0.240

degree of between group 18.451 2 9.226 8.325 0.000"*

satisfaction inner group 98.625 89 1.108

*P <0.05, **P <0.001
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local residents public official professional
[ harmony with surroundings

[0 diversity of plant and animal diversity
[l biotope composition
Figure 5. Survey results on importance of ecological environment
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Figure 6. Survey results on importance of cultural environment
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Figure 7. Survey results on importance of facilities
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Figure 8. Survey results on importance of management system
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Table 5. Survey results on importance of ecological restoration item

local residents public official professional
classification standard standard standard
average . . | average .. average .
deviation deviation deviation
harmony with surroundings 3.9 1.2 4.8 0.4 4.7 0.5
ecological L . -
. diversity of plant and animal diversity| 3.3 1.3 1.7 0.7 43 0.8
environment
Biotope composition 32 1.4 1.6 0.6 4.4 0.9
ecological experience 34 1.4 2.6 1.0 32 1.1
cultural Resting space 3.9 12 2.8 11 29 1.0
environment
Walkway 39 1.2 29 1.0 29 1.0
space for parking 39 14 3.1 13 2.6 1.2
. guidance facility 39 1.2 2.8 1.2 35 1.0
Facilities
restroom 4.4 1.0 3.1 1.3 33 1.1
others 4.0 1.3 33 1.1 29 1.0
main management 39 1.3 1.8 1.0 4.4 0.6
management | management behavior 3.9 1.3 1.8 0.8 43 0.6
system management personnel 4.0 1.3 1.7 0.9 42 0.8
management item 4.3 12 1.8 0.9 43 0.7
em AEezke AHAR o el Ha 323 AT A AA AN 2F 47 o] T2
oz 7P T8 AZste] va l4xelE = YETh
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Table 6. Group comparative consideration on importance item
Classification sum of | degree of | mean F s1gn1f1c':a.nt
squares freedom square probability
. . between group 56.871 2 28.436 [21.346 | 0.000**
biotope composition -
inner group 203.821 153 1.332
eco]ogica] diversity of plant and between group 43.740 2 21.870 17.798 0.000**
environment | animal inner group 188.004 153 1.229
harmony with between group 30.314 2 15.157 |16.520 | 0.000**
surroundings inner group 140.379 153 0918
between group 30.302 2 15.151 |12.159 | 0.000**
walkway -
inner group 190.641 153 1.246
. between group 26.168 2 13.084 9.968 | 0.000%*
resting space -
cultural inner group 200.826 153 1.313
environment . . between group 1.046 2 523 0.335 | 0.716
ecological experience
inner group 238.563 153 1.559
between group 50.014 2 25.007 [17.790 | 0.000**
others -
inner group 212.252 151 1.406
between group 72.295 2 36.147 |28.820 | 0.000"*
restroom -
inner group 190.647 152 1.254
.. guidance construction between group 14.294 2 7.147 5.039 0008*
amenities e
of the facilities. | inner group 217.014 153 1.418
i between group 52.763 2 26.381 |14.940 | 0.000**
parking space -
inner group 270.161 153 1.766
. between group 0.196 2 0.098 0.088 | 0.916
management item :
inner group 168.991 152 1.112
management between group 2.123 2 1.061 0.804 | 0.449
management | Personnel inner group 200.548 152 1319
system management between group 5.297 2 2.648 2.157 | 0.119
behavior inner group 186.600 152 1.228
. between group 6.112 2 3.056 2.407 | 0.093
main management B
inner group 192.959 152 1.269
*P <0.05, **P <0.001
FEA AR ARIF Al SHACR 317 A3 AP ATNEE 295 299
sofjof st Folrt Ao FHow AFIY.  (337%), TFY 5% (11.4%), HE7H 478(14.3%)
© 2 YE A Hc}x}z] D}xﬂ ' A9 229
3. EEIFH M (25.6%), 59 118(25%), 138(46.4%)2 1}
1) AshE A Ase 24 2z} ik ‘ﬁmww’t xl Ful 29(23%),
B HEE ZARE S AR A B 2R 168064%), A8} 29(7.1%)0] S
o B A AR, AR, A28 S AdRUe FRA] 73059%, A
A3, A g 7o s FEe 27} T8(Q5%), V1P ellA = T 5H(11.4%),
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M local residents
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Figure 9. Survey results on preference of main management agent

Table 7. Survey results on preference of main management agent

. local residents public official professional
classification
persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%)
environmental agency 29 33.7 5 114 4 14.3
) local self-governing body 22 25.6 11 25.0 13 46.4
mam environmental conservation association 2 2.3 16 36.4 7.1
management
local residents 15.9 25.0
33 38.4
others 11.4 7.1

Table 8. Group comparative consideration on main management agent

Classification sum of squares | degree of freedom |mean square| F | significant probability
main between group 17.251 2 8.625 5.063 0.007*
management| jnner group 258.968 152 1.704

*P <0.05, **P <0.001
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Figure 10. Survey results on preference of ecological agent
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Figure 11. Survey results on utilization in cultural and recreation aspects
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Figure 12. Survey results on utilization in economic aspects
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Table 9. Survey results on utilization plan on land acquisition

. local residents public official professional
classification
persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%) | persons | rate(%)
ecological park 35 1.3 39 09 2.3 1.2
ecological | road for natural observation 35 12 39 1.1 23 12
aspects wetlands theme space 3.1 1.3 3.7 1.1 25 1.1
forest 33 1.3 42 0.8 1.8 1.0
cultural and | walkway 4.0 1.1 3.1 1.2 3.0 1.0
recreation resting space 38 1.3 29 1.1 3.1 1.1
aspects community space 3.6 1.3 2.6 1.0 33 1.1
. farmland 4.0 1.3 23 1.0 2.7 1.2
zz;gzz‘w fruit trees and wildflower complex | 3.8 1.4 2.9 1.1 26 12
experience farm (weekend farm) 35 13 2.79 13 3.0 13
A 3R, AR g8 pAAEdE A ot o] & T& HAHQ vjFEA] et
Aoked 712ARE AFE Aon, B423 23 FoUt o] FolA ok & Aow AT,
of Yehd nie} 2ol A3 ul, I, HErt
o MrEA Beu AzEel BEE Aot 2) DU v 2B
FF FeA Aol B Wed AP AL W WSEA BEUdel UF A% HmEA

Table 10. Group comparative consideration on land acquisition utilization

e sum of | degree of significant
Classification mean square F s
squares freedom probability
forest between group 33.843 2 16.922 14.013 0.000"*
ores
inner group 187.176 155 1.208
between group 11.456 2 5.728 3.968 0.021*
wetland park
ecological inner group 223.766 155 1.444
aspects natural between group 3.862 2 1.931 1.425 0.244
observation inner group 209.992 155 1.355
losical park between group 4.633 2 2.316 1.648 0.196
ecological par]
gicat PR nner group 217.905 155 1.406
community between group 35.777 2 17.889 12.417 0.000"*
Space inner group 221.866 154 1.441
ol sl T between group |  31.944 2 15972 | 10893 | 0.000%*
recreational | resting space I
aspects inner group 227272 155 1.466
between group 35.098 2 17.549 13.763 | 0.000"*
walkway :
inner group 197.636 155 1.275
experience between group 18.539 2 9.270 5.266 0.006*
farm inner group 271.104 154 1.760
economic . between group 23.850 2 11.925 7.203 0.001"*
fruit trees :
aspects inner group 254.940 154 1.655
between group 88.831 2 44.416 29.370 | 0.000**
farmland =
inner group 232.889 154 1.512

*P <0.05, **P <0.001
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