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ABSTRACT

This study suggested that various stakeholder can be participated in regional Environment planning
and practical use of policy with rapid assessment of Ecosystem Services(ES). We applied to the rapid
assessment of ES method to Ansan city and local registers selected Ecosystem assets that considered
to space of ES. Ecosystem assets were measured 5 types Likert scale about 37 indicators of ES and
confirm the main ES through the basic statistics. Furthermore Ecosystem assets classified according
to similar character of ES. Ecosystem assets of Ansan were selected 47 site and Local climate regulation,
Research and education, Primary production was high among the ES indicators. As a result two main
group deduced that ecological education group(such as Research and education, Habitat) and safety regu-
lation group(such as Air regulation, Fire regulation) through the factor analysis. In terms of location
characteristics of each group, the ecological education-centered ecosystem assets were located near the
downtown area, while the safety regulation group was located at the outskirts, such as mountains and
coasts. This indicates that the ecological education about the habitat provision can be achieved in Ansan
city downtown area and that outskirts should be approached from the aspect of ecological function

to establish a plan. The result of Rapid assessment of ES, which can be lead a balanced and devel-
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opmental consultation when establishing polices for environment planning and management in region.
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Figure 1. Process of Ecosystem assets research and analysis
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Figure 2. Relative score of 37 ecosystem services indicators from Ansan ecosystem assets(n=47)

Table 1. Result of component analysis from Ansan Ecosystem assets

TS Extraction sums of squared Rotation sums of squares
Initial Eigenvalues Loadi Loadi
Compon oading oadings
ent Variance | Accumulate Variance | Accumulate Variance | Accumulate
Total %) %) Total %) %) Total %) %)
1 19.347  41.165 41.165 19.347  41.165 41.165 14.573  31.007 31.007
2 5.172 11.005 52.170 5.172 11.005 52.170 9.946  21.163 52.170
3 3.299 7.019 59.189
4 2.957 6.297 65.480
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Figure 3. Variability in delivery of Ecosystem services
(Abbreviation: Fresh water:FW, Food:FD, Fuel:FU, Fiber:FI, Genetic resources:GR, matural medicines:MM,
Ornamental resources:OR, Aggregate:AG, Waste disposal: WD, Energy harvesting (natural air and water flows):EH,
Air quality regulation:AQ, Climate regulation-local: CRL, Climate regulation-globa:CRG, Water regulation:WR,
Flood hazard regulation:FH, Storm hazard regulation:SH, Pest regulation:PR, Disease:DI, Disease Mediation:DM,
Erosion regualtion:ER, Water purification: WP, Pollination:PL, Salinity regulation:SR, Fire regulation:FR, Noise and
visual buffering:NV, Cultural heritage:CH, Recreation and tourism:RT, Aesthetic value:AS, Spiritual and religious
value:SR, Inspirational value:IN, Social relations:SC, Educational and research:ED, Soil formation:SF, Primary
production:PP, Nutrient cycling:NC, Water recycling:WC, Provision of habitat:HB)
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Table 2. Second Ecosystem assets factor Group of Ansan (Safety regulation)

Positive Ecosystem services benefit Negative Ecosystem services effect
Group2
Category Services Factor | Category Services Factor
1 Regulating | Air quality regulation | 1.876 Cultural Spiritual and religious value -1.337
. . . L Energy harvesting
2 Regulati F lat 1.822 |P -1.172
cewatng 1re reguation rovisioning (natural air and water flows)
3 Supporting |  Primary production 1.340 | Provisioning Waste disposal -1.166
4 | Regulating |Storm hazard regulation| 1.283 | Regulating Salinity regulation -1.146
. Noise and visual T
5 | Regulating buffering 1.218 | Provisioning Fuel -1.113
6 | Supporting Water recycling 1.044 | Provisioning Fiber -1.113
7 | Regulating | Erosion regulation 1.027 | Provisioning Ornamental resources -1.113
8 | Supporting Nutrient cycling 1.011 | Regulating Disease Mediation -1.113
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Table 3. First Ecosystem assets factor Group of Ansan (Ecological education)

Positive Ecosystem services benefit Negative Ecosystem services effect
Groupl - -
Category Services Factor Category Services Factor
1 Cultural | Educational and research | 3.566 Regulating Pest regulation -1.720
2 Supporting Provision of habitat 2.758
3 Supporting Primary production 1.652
4 Regulating | Climate regulation _local | 1.645
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Figure 4. Distribution of Ansan Ecosystem assets by two main factor
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Table 4. List of Ecosystem asset by factor group
Groupl Factor Group? Factor
1 2 1 2
Lake park 0911 0.134 Suambong 0.258 0.856
Gwangdeok mountain 0.901 0.176 Geun mountain 0.063 0.839
Waterfront park 0.862 0.194 Ma mountain 0.246 0.838
Hanyang Univ. Heron habitat 0.826 0.142 Chilbo mountain 0.06 0.811
Hwarang reservoir 0.823 0.306 Hwanggeun mountain -0.101 0.767
Seongho park 0.78 0.357 Daegeum mountain 0.28 0.757
Nakseom 0.717 0.032 Daebubuk coast 0.149 0.731
Hwajung stream 0.71 0316 Jungji 2 park 0.01 0.699
Sadong gamgol civil park 0.697 0.408 Jungang park 0.43 0.684
Singil stream 0.693 0.254 Goratbburi mudflats 0.258 0.677
Ansan stream 0.693 0.254 Sangdong mudflats 0.258 0.677
Nojeokbong 0.691 0.431 Guryong Park 0.038 0.66
Seongtae mountain 0.685 0.111 Bangah murray 0312 0.573
Hansawi 0.681 0.334 Palgok mountain 0.336 0.408
Pongdo 0.671 0.096
Golden frog restoration site 0.663 0.371
Tando 0.654 0.048
BadaHyanggi arboretum 0.598 0.388
Banwol stream 0.596 0.382
Suam reservoir 0.586 0.206
Daebudo Island shinchangyibbori 0.559 0.324
Wonsi mountain 0.541 0.149
Daebudo Island Bukdong reservoir 0.535 0.434
Saedong wetland 0.52 0.382
Singil history park 0.517 -0.185
Reed marsh 0.512 0418
Daesong wetland 0.508 0.203
Dongju salt field 0.503 0.158
Bugokdong forest resort 0.487 0.338
Bono Ddeulon 0.48 -0.019
Daebu mine 0.469 0.409
Byeolmangseong fortress site 0.433 -0.047
Gubongdo 0.347 0.322
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