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ABSTRACT

As a means to activate eco pastoral system in alpine grassland, the government can consider public pastures, which are currently
unused, to scale them up into public ranches. Depending on ownership and operation, four management models proposed as follows:
1) Government-Owned and Operated with Balanced Profit and Loss 2) Government-Owned and Operated with Revenue Generation
3) Government-Owned but Privately Operated by Outsourced to Professional Manager 4) Full Privatization (Ownership and Operation
by Private Individuals). The study outlined above proposes four management models for the activation of eco pastoral system in
alpine grassland. It also suggests methods for the selection and performance evaluation of manager to establish a profitable structure.
Additionally, the research provides management methods for the conservation of grazing ecology in pastoral ecosystems. Particularly,
the adaptation of tools commonly used in South Korean business sector for the selection and performance evaluation of manager
within the system of the proposed management models. This aspect is deemed valuable as it aligns these tools with the specific
characteristics of eco pastoral system in alpine grassland, contributing not only to the effective implementation of the models but also
to the enhancement of the revenue structure.
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Table 1. Assessment for the selection of government deployed CEO (example)

o ) Rating
Assessment criteria Details Score
A B C D
Humanity  Language proficiency, Attitude, Impression 10 8 6 4 2
Personality Initiative ~ Passion, Learning and challenging attitude 10 8 6 4 2
Reputation By internal and external people‘s evaluation 20 8 6 4 2
Responsibility Understanding & fulfilling his role, earning trust 10 8 6 4 2
Core Creativity Ability to find innovative solutions, apply alternative approaches, 10 8 6 4 2
and respond adeptly to unexpected situations
competency
Integration  Good listener, internal and external collabo -ration,
jor 10 8 6 4 2
capability  employee/customer management
Exnerti Effort to understand livestock and forage 5 4 3 2 1
xpertise
Management P Experience and achievements in forest ecosystem 5 4 3 2
capability
Leadership Track record of managing organizations and handling people 20 16 12 8 4
Total assessment score /100

* If 3 more C, and at least one D grade, would be fail.
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Table 2. Evaluation of Public Ranch Operational Results (example)

Category Assessment Details Weight Self-asses Government
criteria sment assessment
S ex) Sales amount based on commissions, the amount may
ales or depending on the livestock type. therefore, it 5
entrusted headcount vary depending on the livestock type. therefore, i
can be evaluated on the entrusted headcount.
Net profit ex) The goal is profit/loss balance, so deficits result incur 5
before tax the score
Target mortality rates for the entrusted period : calves to
Mortality rate 6 months 5%, 6 to 12 months 3%, cows 1%, etc., subject 10
to annual adjustments according to ranch performance
Quantitative Number of No accident 100%, 1 incident 90%, 2 incidents 80%, 10
items Accidents with a deduction of 10% for each occurrence.
Livestock BSC (Body Condition Score), passing rate for 10
resilience musculoskeletal resilience assessment criteria
. . . o .
Hygiene Infection prevention through hygiene, 10% deduction for 10
each occurrence
Forage self-sufficiency 100%—10 points, and 90% — 9 10
Feed self points., etc
sufficiency Mixed feed self-sufficiency 50% —10 points, and 90% — 10
9 points., etc
Pasture Maintenance and preservation of pasture and forage 10
areas, tick control
o Firebreak Reservoir and dam management in preparation for 5
Qua}lltatlve firefighting water utilization
items
Service qualit Farmer's satisfaction, convenience of livestock 10
quality transportation, accuracy of delivery deadlines, etc
Cooperativeness ~ Evaluation of Compliance with Government Policies 5
Performance assessment score (Final evaluation based on government) 100

* The assessment criteria should be modified and improved based on annual plans or items to be emphasized each year. Especially, qualitative
assessment criteria should be adapted to the needs of farms and other relevant situations.
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Table 3. Evaluation of Business Performance (example)
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Category Assqssment Details Weight Self-asses Government
criteria sment assessment
ex) If this year plan is 500 million, the previous year performance
was 400 million, and this year perfor 20
- mance is 440 million, there is a 50% weight for the comparison
to the plan and a 50% weight for the improvement compared
to the previous year
Sales 4.4/5=88%, 4.4/4=110%. compared to the plan (15)
15*.88*.5%=6.6, compared to the previous year 15%1.1*.5=8.3.
therefore, score is 14.9
The goal is 30% of sales from tourism experiences (subject to
annual adjustments), if 20% achieve 20/30*5=3.3, total score is &)
14.9+3.3=18.2
ex) This year plan is 40 million, previous year performed 33 30
Quantitative million, this year perform 36 million
it
em 36/40=90%, 36/32=109%. compared to the plan 20%.9*.5¥=0.0,
Net profit compared to the previous year 20%1.09*.5=10.9. therefore,
before tax  score is 19.9
The goal is 50% of profit from tourism experiences (subject to
annual adjustments), if 40% achieve 40/50*10=8.0, total score (10)
is 19.9+8.0=27.9
Increase in If target is 10 times of birth, 9 times= 90%, 5
production 5 times= 50%
Forage self-sufficiency 100%—10 points, and 90% — 9 points., 5
Feed self ~ ©t€
sufficiency  Mixed feed self-sufficiency 50% —10 points, and 90% — 9 10
points., etc
Pasture Maintenance and preservation of pasture and forage areas, tick 10
control
. Reservoir and dam management in preparation for firefightin
Qualitative Firebreak water utilization # prep e >
items
Cooperativeness Evaluation of Compliance with Government Policies 5
Additional management items needed at the moment (ex:
Others - - . 10
disease prevention, expansion of pasture, etc.)
Performance assessment score (Final evaluation based on government) 100 90.0

* The assessment criteria are subject to change, particularly, the qualitative assessment criteria should be modified to suit the

circumstances.
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Table 4. Assessment for Evaluating the Hiring of External CEO (example)

o ) Rating
Assessment criteria Details Score
A B C D
. Humanity =~ Language proficiency, Attitude, Impression 20 16 12 8 4
Personality o ] . . )
Initiative Passion, Learning and challenging attitude 10 8 4 2
Responsibility Understanding & fulfilling their role, earning trust 10 8 4 2
Core Creativity Ability to find innovative solutions, apply alternative 10 8 6 4 2
approaches, and respond adeptly to unexpected situations
competency
Integration ~ Good listener, internal and external collaboration,
oy 10 8 6 4 2
capability = employee/customer management
Expertise Effort to understand livestock and forage 20 16 12
Management ~ Leadership ~ Managing organizations and handling people 10 8 6 4
capability Interpersonal  Network of Industry, experts, association, and 10 8 6 4 2
relationship ~ government organization
Total assessment score /100

* If 3 more C, and at least one D grade, would be fail.
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Table 5. Evaluation of Business Performance (example)

Assessment

. . Self-asses Government
Category criteria Details Weight sment  assessment
ex) If this year plan is 500 million, the previous year
performance was 400 million, and this year perfor
-mance is 440 million, there is a 50% weight for the comparison
to the plan and a 50% weight for the improvement compared to 20
the previous year (15)
Sales 4.4/5=88%, 4.4/4=110%. compared to the plan 15*.88*.5%=6.6,
compared to the previous year 15%1.1*.5=8.3. therefore, score
is 14.9
5
The goal is 30% of sales from manufacturing and processing )
(subject to annual adjustments),if 20% achieve 20/30*5=3.3, total
score is 14.9+3.3=18.2
ex) This year plan is 40 million, previous year performed 33
Quantitative million, this year perform 36 million
ttems 36/40=90%, 36/32=109%. compared to the plan 20*.9%5%=9.0, -0
Net profit compared to the previous year 20*¥1.09*.5=10.9. therefore, score (20)
before tax is 19.9
The goal is 40% of profit from manufacturing and processing ~ (10)
(subject to annual adjustments), if 30% achieve 30/40*10=7.5,
total score is 19.9+7.5=27.0
Increase in If target is 10 times of birth, 9 times= 90%, 5
production 5 times= 50%
Forage self-sufficiency 100%—10 points, and 90% — 9 points., 5
Feed self ~ ©t€
sufficiency  Mixed feed self-sufficiency 50% —10 points, and 90% — 9 10
points., etc
Pasture Maintenance and preservation of pasture and forage areas, tick 10
control
. Reservoir and dam management in preparation for firefightin;
Qualitative ~ Firebreak il ™ ilization : PP e >
items
Cooperativeness Evaluation of Compliance with Government Policies 5
Additional management items needed at the moment (ex: disease
Others . - 10
prevention, expansion of pasture, etc.)
Performance assessment score (Final evaluation based on government) 100 90.0

*The assessment criteria are subject to change, particularly, the qualitative assessment criteria should be modified to suit the circumstances.
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Table 6. Supervision and Penalty for the Conservation of Mountain Ecosystem (example)

Assessment criteria

Details (Not only restoration to the original state but also
imposition of fines) Ist 2nd 3rd

Violation

million won

Conservation of Unauthorized logging, deforming conservation areas, and other 10 50 Deprivation
mountainous areas  forms of damage
Pasture & forage Conversion of pasture and forage land for alternative purposes, 10 30 "
and other uses
Water resource Valley degradation, forest damage due to improper discharge 10 30 "
conservation from reservoirs and dams, pollution, etc.
Forestry management Engagement in forestry projects linked to the forestry 5 10 20
plan management plan
Forest management Violation of forestry policies such as clear-cutting, selective 5 10 20
g cutting, afforestation, reforestation, and other forest products
Forestry welfare projects Violation of integrated utilization due to non-alignment with 5 10 20
forestry welfare projects
Fire prevention Maintenance of firebreaks, inadequate condition of designated 10 50 100

fire facilities and equipment

*The maximum fine is 100 million won, and the maximum penalty (indicated as 'Deprivation’' in the table) is the Deprivation of ownership

and forced sale.
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