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ABSTRACT : Since 2001, the Pangyo district multipurpose rural water development project has been promoted as a new target

project for stable supply of agricultural water and improvement of the living environment of rural areas in Seocheon-gun. Detailed

data analysis and logic must be reinforced, focusing on the items reorganized by the reorganization of the preliminary feasibility

study. The purpose of this study is to promote the smooth promotion of projects by conducting a policy effect assessment following

the reorganization of the preliminary feasibility study system. This study conducted a policy assessment of agricultural infrastructure

improvement project for preliminary feasibility study. The policy assessment is divided into three parts: project implementation

conditions, policy effects and special assessments. The newly established policy effect is to assess the job effects, living conditions

impact, environmental evaluation, and safety evaluation that contribute to the quality of life. Sixteen policy assessment items were

selected and evaluated quantitatively and qualitatively. The results of the study are expected to provide basic data for the

comprehensive judgment of the preliminary feasibility study of agricultural infrastructure improvement project in the future.
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Table 1. Reorganization of evaluation system for preliminary feasibility project(AHP weighting ratio)

After
Category Before - -
Metropolitan area Non-metropolitan area
Economic feasibility 35~50 % 60~70 % 30~45 %
Policy feasibility 25~40 % 30~40 % 25~40 %
Regional balanced development 25~35 % - 30~40 %
Table 2. Reorganization of evaluation items for policy feasibility
Category Before After
Policy consistency and Willingness =  Project implementation condition
Policy feasibility Risk factors for project promotion = Policy effect(employment, living condition, environmental
Employment effect and Safety assessment)
Special assessment = Special assessment

Table 3. Items on the policy assessment of agricultural infrastructure

improvement project for preliminary feasibility

Policy division - sector Assessment methods
Quantitative | Qualitative

Tob effect Employment-induced effects o
Effect of improving the quality of employment ¢}
Effects of improving the farming environment (0]
Effects of reducing farming time (0]
) N Effect of expansion of farming scale (0]
Life i:;:);cllttlons Effect of promoting the aquaculture industry(laver industry) (0]
Effect of improving farmers’ health (0]

Effect of resolving regional conflict(water dispute) (0]
Effect of reducing operating cost of agricultural machinery O
Effect of environmental water supply o
Environmental Effect of air purification and oxygen supply (0]

evaluation Effect of improving water quality in Busa-freshwater lake O
Effect of creating a waterfront space for four seasons o
Effect of stabilization of agricultural water supply in preparation for climate change ¢}
safety evaluation Effect of reducing disaster countermeasures (drought) (0]
Effects of reducing agricultural work accidents (0]
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Improvement effect of policy assessment of agricultural infrastructure improvement project for preliminary

Policy division - sector

Improvement effect

=  Employment-induced effects
Job effect

= Direct: 2,821 people (6 years)
= Indirect: 355~387 people/year

= Effect of improving the quality of employment

=  Median (Ranked 8th out of 15 industries)

= Effects of improving the farming environment

= Increased percentage of irrigated paddy field (16.0% A)
= Improve inequality (0.026 A)

= Effects of reducing farming time

=  Reduce farming time (22.6~84.0 hours per household V)

= Effect of expansion of farming scale

= Increase in farming size (2.2 times A)

Life conditions industry)

* Effect of promoting the aquaculture industry(laver|

Budget savings

impact

= Effect of improving farmers’ health

= Reduce the number of medical treatments (17,356 per
year V)
= Reduction of medical cost (12.8 billion per year V)

= Effect of resolving regional conflict(water dispute)

Resolution of regional water conflicts

machinery

= Effect of reducing operating cost of agricultural

Reduction of agricultural machinery operation cost (6.5
billion per year V)

= Effect of environmental water supply

= Additional supply of environmental water (364.lmm per
unit area A)

Environmental |® Effect of air purification and oxygen supply

= Increased effect of air purification and oxygen supply by
increasing rice production (3.2~3.3 billion per year A)

evaluation - - — — - -
= Effect of improving water quality in Busa-freshwater|* Improvement of salinity and water quality in
lake Busa-freshwater lake
= Effect of creating a waterfront space for four seasons |* Increase in waterfront park visitors (119,842 per year A)
= Effect of stabilization of agricultural water supply in|= Increased agricultural water supply stability rate (paddy:
safety preparation for climate change 55.0%~57.2% A, upland: 22.6%~31.7% A)

evaluation |

Effect of reducing disaster countermeasures (drought)

Budget savings

= Effects of reducing agricultural work accidents

= Reduce agricultural work accidents (2.5~2.7 per year V)
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