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ABSTRACT : This study was attempted to provide a scientific basis for the problem of location selection by spatial scale for
efficient promotion of projects related to green care farm complex. Location potential assessment system in local government scale
consists of two major components from demand-side and supply-side consideration. The demand-side aspect considered the
characteristics of potential users, while supply-side aspect used total 18 indices over 8 divisions under 3 fields. For the location
potential assessment in district scale, total 8 indices under 3 major divisions were considered based on biological, physical, social,
and economic environment. The application results of the location potential evaluation system in local government scale(excluding
metropolitan cities) showed high location potential in southern Gyeonggi Province and near Busan Metropolitan City. As a result of
applying the district-scale location potential evaluation system to Geumsan-gun, Geumsan-eup, Chubu-myeon, and Jewon-myeon have
high potential. Further studies to improve the applicability of the developed indices are recommended by enhancing assessment

indices, complementing base data, and reinforcing with spatial analysis.
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Table 1. Supply part evaluation indices of suitable locations evaluation model in local government scale

Field Division Index Definition Unit
. Wastewater flow wastewater flow m
Air/water - - - - — -
Air pollution concentration nitrogen dioxide concentration ppm
N.atural ) o Farmland area ratio farmland area/total area %
Environmental Land utilization
& Forest area forest area by forest floor %
actor
Ecological Park area park area m’
environment Ratio of ecological environment ratio of Ist rank %
o Road total road instrument %
Accessibility
Percentage of pavement of a road % m
Health and medical Number of bed hospitals number of bed hospitals number
Social treatment Number of medical care number of medical care number
accessibility . Historical culture resource number of registered cultural properties number
& Recreation/culture - - - - - -
actor Tourist service establishment tourist service establishment number
Employee of hospitals employee of hospitals person
Human resources Resident ratio got first aid education resident ratio got first aid education %
Farmhouse population farmhouse population person
Self-reliance ratio self-reliance ratio %
Economic - N - N - 1
ot . Aagriculture and sea’s annual agriculture and sea’s annual expenditure | one million
accessibility Finance .
factor expenditure settlement of accounts settlement of accounts won
Activity rate activity rate %
Table 2. Grading tabulation of indices for suitable locations evaluation model in district scale
Class & Grade
Grade 5 Grade 4 Grade 3 Grade 2 Grade 1
Field Index Unit 2 4 6 8 10
Class
- 2.5 5 7.5 10
incomplete < complete
Slope % 5 over 25% 15-25% 8-15% 3-8% 0-3%
o Aspect Direction 5 N WY E SE, SW S
Availability —
Accessibility of road m 5 over 400m | 300-400m | 200-300m | 100-200m | 30-100m
Accessibility of stream m 5 over 400m | 300-400m | 200-300m | 100-200m | 30-100m
Accessibility of hospital km 4 - 3-4km 2-3km 1-2km 0-1km
Resources | Accessibility of cultural facilities km 4 - 3-4km 2-3km 1-2km 0-1km
Ecological naturalness % 5 non-exist 0-20% 20-40% 40-60% over 60%
.. Completion district of general finish .
Connectivity . . 2 incomplete R complete
agricultural development business | or not
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Table 3. Final rating area of Geumsan-gun’s myeon unit without connectivity

Area by grade without connectivity(km®)
Eup - myeon
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5
Geumsan-eup 3.71 5.94 6.55 3.69 1.79
Geumseong-myeon 4.59 9.50 11.78 6.30 2.56
Jewon-myeon 8.65 13.68 21.08 14.55 6.57
Buri-myeon 2.63 12.64 20.61 14.25 13.88
Gunbuk-myeon 3.25 7.97 17.72 20.44 8.50
Namil-myeon 223 9.88 16.70 13.09 5.15
Nami-myeon 0.59 5.92 23.97 35.07 31.49
Jinsan-myeon 0.55 5.65 22.66 27.54 24.05
Boksu-myeon 0.57 7.52 17.76 17.53 13.02
Chubu-myeon 5.69 11.11 15.81 10.95 5.25
Table 4. Final rating area of Geumsan-gun’s myeon unit with connectivity
Area by grade with connectivity index (km?)
Eup - myeon
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5
Geumsan-eup 1.99 5.77 9.83 3.86 0.24
Geumseong-myeon 0.03 2.62 14.35 13.65 4.09
Jewon-myeon 0.31 8.80 32.08 20.40 291
Buri-myeon 0.00 1.36 18.63 2747 18.96
Gunbuk-myeon 0.04 2.14 12.34 28.86 14.48
Namil-myeon 0.00 1.04 14.89 21.82 9.28
Nami-myeon 0.00 0.81 16.84 45.17 34.23
Jinsan-myeon 0.03 0.90 10.96 35.97 32.56
Boksu-myeon 0.00 0.38 15.19 26.38 14.41
Chubu-myeon 1.13 6.02 22.85 16.29 2.52
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