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ABSTRACT

This study aims to implement the Sustainability Evaluation Framework of Korea Natural Parks to county parks in
Gyeongsangnam-do, and to review the performance status of management effectiveness evaluation (MEE) and identify factors
that influence the improvement of management effectiveness in protected areas. County park officers evaluated current
management using this framework that was developed based on the MEE framework designed by the Korean Ministry
of Environment. Among the principal values of county parks, 'natural and ecological’ is indicated as the most important,
followed by ’cultural and historic value’ and ’leisure and recreation’. Natural disasters and climate change, visitor
impact-inappropriate visitor behavior are indicated as current threats, and three county parks administrators viewed that
there was no particular threat to their park. According to MEE results, the most effective management fields were ’State
of cultural and historic value’, ’State of leisure and recreational value’, *Current state of principal value’. The comparatively
weaker fields were ’Threatened species management’, ’Invasive species management’, ’Management monitoring and
evaluation’. The effects of sustainable management on county parks were analyzed through a regression analysis, and the
influence of management factors reveal ’Annual budget’, will impact attaining higher management scores. This study presents
the current management information about county parks and provides support for the basis for the planning of county

parks in Korea, suggesting the influencing factor.
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A 707 FAFseA s AETAAE A&7t ER
(Sustainable Development Goals: SDGs) Z SAAIEIA LS. -
EA3 A&7hss o] &571S A% A A& rbss A
9 AEGEIEL A 58 T8 FEE AT https:
//www,undp.org/content/undp/en/homre/sustainable-developm
ent-goalshtml), R3A9L 2 53 9A4E 9% 50838 98
S a7 QoY (DeFries ef al, 2005: Hockings, 2003; TUCN ef 4,
2005: Shaharum et al, 2018: Lee and Abdullah, 2019), =144
o2 FA7FY Hex 9 g ¢ #ele] F8A] tlFHL Sirk

AN B A e7tsts 9l Agor B
S A A2 & B9 7H(Management Effectiveness Evaluation:
MEE)FdS Aty =, AAAEEAAS (IUCN) oA
© 349 MEEE B39 tigt 2] a4H7t A AH-
ke 54 AEZ A3t Bertzky ef al, 2012: Juffe-Bignoli
et al, 2014; UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2016: Hong and Shim,
2018). Azl tigh Hrlrel e AeA EoE s &
29 45 =Y
e
Az v uEe W AEA AT EA O B AEE
o] &8 . Mate Ao7 BWIEYHLester ef al, 2009:
Laurance, 2012: Juffe-Bignoli ef al, 2014, Gray et al, 2016:
Hong and Shim, 2018).
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B g 7R FollA] A AlEFek o w, TUCNeA B
A A A kel s oA AYFERE 24E AR
b}, AlE, B, 34, A3 A3 E A MEE H7kee
farate] Aekst (Hockings ef al, 2000: Heo, 2006), A7)
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Table 1. Evaluation indicators of the sustainability evaluation framework T 7)ZA R g Bofg 7| A FUNES Ferst 4 9)
Part Evaluation indicators © Axolth. FE Be AAFde] Ao AAgAE,
ar  (oumerhip staue, enfopoement of pin TUF2 A 2 gR2ad S BANITE AL £ 3

1sitors and resiaents _ . - - - -1 =
Management plan(long-term) - ]Q’ii __[L/Kjg,]o] %E]' %E CL‘ EH-TJL—EI?_] “1’_]""]/]“1!5‘0 L%]'PE“
Management plan(others) AT Sle FEoE FdHedY TG 2 GFE o

b —

B. Principal value AL meote & 9l A Fo|tt HE De AgaHAHI}
Current threat o o )
Stakeholders g Aggletd &2 5 e wokE, BE BelA 7|&s 3

o o A e P52 43 A2 AYSN} P EEE ol

. arr Inpul 10r each work 1tem - - = - -
[e=Net] oL 5l i = 53 k z] ulolsl &=
Annual budget input for each work item ° oA C}: sHAl 2] ‘—Z]* Al e E A werd
Identification of principal value ATk A O R IE EE HEH 0 R AdydAele] BAA
Menpgeroent plan : % el O@ ol%E 7188 4 duS P Aol
Plan and act for each work item B B = N ~ N
Capital input of staffs BREE 232 Bz 9E DI deaddgraet
ga;)ciltal inpl;ttﬁf k;l;dgzt Py #2919 YL A Axs} FAA S AHET]
ulidance 0. € boundary o € park [0 slakenolders - .. - .
Boundary of the park 3] IBM SPSS Statistics program= AHE3le] 3] 78412 A
Plan for a use of land by boundary ecosystem 9] 9113]'

Natural value information

State of natural value

State of special protected area . AfAZLAX|=7=ME)} 27
Threatened species management ' I-I_ o= I - I‘° coe I- I‘
Invasive species management

Disaster impact evaluation 1. x|,ol_ g‘% 7 |% 7 Hiol'( -'TLI'E A)
Work for the environmental management
Plan for protecting damaged area W 7= T o = o 22 o
7 AAIT 12151 e] o] %] Ao
Connection between the park and boundary ecosystem 2019 - IE A3 ZHede] A4 A2 9ok ®
Cultural/historic value information guet £ 27l TETY WHY 479%F FEELe] At
D4 Cultural/historic value management 7]_7]} oo ;31 o] 73 }Bhfhl:— o 715 %Qq otk A }“ E_%] 2 9 EX]
State of cultural/historic value ° 9 o o ° ol °
Visitor information SFAHA Y] HES AMAIZE 569%% 7P =], A
Visitor management 2 ®Ao) 8022 Yol AFA Be)7} ol ¢ AR 330
Visitor security - N -
— — ot} Al A= ALFRAE Totel=y] 29 fEXRo] AL
Visitor's inappropriate impact on the park v HA AHAE AR E 2Ehe, o tiee] AR
Guidance of the tour for the park A& A o] 23 ATk AFE T IS HA HE 9
Park storytelling/education program for visitor gvk 80% %Ug ﬂ.:\f% %r_% % ;d ﬂ]uq 3l 9/] 68%7]' /\]. ;_L_/;\_%Ez] g}\
State of Leisure/recreational value ) ) ac 0.0 o B e
Stakeholders and resident information o A $EAT BARES FAAATAAT 582%, AR
Stakeholders and resident community ARER L 39.9%, .g'_% SR 1.5%, _gv_% B3l Akx] 17}
Owned-state management 0 =
Stakeholders and resident 04%°13AvH Table 2 2.
Support for the local econory NeAe s 29T Belt Adgdel Heh 5 EE 10
Visitor facility management W 92 AL ZAH Y A 36R) S _/’:—g 3l %%?_Q_'j%
Facility management i o 3} ’ S
Law enforcement ig’@ %‘%A]Q E}'%AJJZ—}\]'(% Xﬂ 1542_), 10]3 %‘ﬂi '2‘5'%]:5
Rescarch and experience progam BA - FEAC A 172 39S FYHES A Ak
Management monitering and evaluation _ - - -
Managerment constraint A T ZA R AIES B TS 39S © § 2
E° Management issue T UATHTable 3 %), Z4HE 93 71% 7127 AR
— AL 2ETY 1AL § BRATE LN
a : General information s . i -
b : Planning and main values for management FAERY, FEFYG 2SS S 5P A= 10714004
¢ - Management inputs. . . “/F@E]Qil\:‘ H]. ﬁg 7 }%%1}9]' ?‘Eﬂﬁl‘ @J‘q‘ oa]l?‘ -g’—%oﬂ }‘ﬂ:‘ A
d : Management effectiveness evaluation(4-point scale) o B o . B _
e * Principle constraint and issue AE ARRAlel thE XA sjA] el o Aow
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Table 2. Property ownership and the zoning districts

County park | Area(km?) Government State Privately Temple T}zgriagiweTsswﬁrEnﬁge .The D?Ik. cultgla? Eziliage
-owned -owned -owned -owned district district village district district
Sangjogam 5106 | 0.2(15.6%) 0.4(28.3%) 0.7(56.1%) - 0.2(14.7%) 0.9(67.6%) 0.2(17.7%) -
Hogusan 2839 | 0.0(05%) 0.0(0.0%) 1.7(58.6%) 1.2(40.9%) 0.8(27.2%) 2.1(72.8%) - -
Gososeong 2645 | 0.0(09%) 1.1(335%) 2.1(65.7%) - 1.5(47.7%) 14(44.2%) 0.3(8.1%) -
Bongmyeongsan 3134 | 0.0(0.3%) 0.0(0.8%) 0.8(30.9%) 1.8(68.1%) - 2.5(93.1%) 0.0(1.5%) 0.1(54%)
Geoyeolsanseong 3271 | 06(183%) 0.0(0.3%) 2.6(80.4%) - 1.7(52.1%) 1.6(47.9%) - -
Hwangmaesan 21190 | 0.7(34%) 125(58.9%) 8.3(39.0%) 0.3(1.4%) 76(35.7%) | 135(63.7%) 05(25%) 0.2(0.8%)
Gibaeksan 2013 | 0.1(59%) 0.1(54%) 0.2(9.3%) 1.6(79.5%) 1.1(57.0%) 0.7(32.8%) 0.2(89%) 0.0(1.2%)
Ungseokbong 17960 | 11(6.1%) 14.9(82.7%) 1.2(6.7%) 0.8(4.5%) 79(44.1%) 9.9(55.0%) 0.2(0.9%) -
Hwawangsan 31299 | 34(10.9%) 0.3(1.0%) 26.2(83.7%) 1.3(4.2%) 145(46.3%) | 16.7(534%) 0.0(0.1%) -
Gucheongyegok 5871 41(694%) 0.0(0.0%) 1.8(30.6%) - 2.6(43.8%) 3.3(56.2%) - -
Ipgok 099 | 0.0(49%) 0.1(11.1%) 0.8(84.0%) - 0.1(12.0%) 0.7(688%) 0.0(1.1%) -
Bangeosan 2588 | 0.0(1.7%) 14(54.5%) 1.1(43.8%) - 04(145%) 2.2(85.3%) - 0.0(0.2%)
Wolseonggyegok 0650 | 0.1(123%) 0.4(56.9%) 0.2(29.2%) - - 0.7(100.0%) - -
Table 3. Law enforcement of research and planning Table 4. Principal value and current threats
County park Nat“rirfes;mes Feasibility study | Management plan County park | Principal value | Current threat Té‘fe trﬁrus;zer
Sangjogam [ ] Sangjogam Natural/ecological Climate change 3
Gososeong [ [ Infrastructure
Bongmyeongsan ° ° Gososeong Cultural/historic developmgnt 1
inappropriate
Geoyeolsanseong o Bongmyeongsan | Natural/ecological - No threat
Hwangmacsan hd Visitor
Gibaeksan [ ] [ ] Geoyeolsanseong|  Cultural/historic  |impact-inappropriate 2
Ungseokbong [ ] visitor behavior
Hwawangsan ) ° Hwangmaesan |  Cultural/historic - No threat
Gucheongyegok ° ° Gibaeksan Natural/ecological Natural disaster 4
Ipgok ° ° Ungseokbong | Natural/ecological Climate change 2
Wolseonggyegok P P Hwawangsan Cultural/historic Natural disaster 5
Gucheongyegok | Natural/ecological - No threat
olF Tt FE AAZA A= 93 A7) - AT A Y o) Ipgok Leisure/recreation | Invasive species 2
zl:‘%]% E%%%% 77Hi93]] E&’ [Hiﬂi %%ﬂlﬂ% A ?_ﬂ Wolseonggyegok | Natural/ecological impactf\i/rlljg;opriate 1
WaEd o] wekalA] kol tlFEe] oA A mE & visitor behavior
Solge] W TIFHS FAT 5 Aglnh
POATHTAT $HETREY0 ATHT. e
2 2|0dH L MP|EIMmL ZaKIER, D) 7S s YA Tat TR VR GA
BIAQ A FAOE & L2HTRRY, AGAZYT
D A9y A 2 Ao (3E B) A& zefste] Y 2 HEARE ezl SeirETd
AT 1) #HE99] 72 7 A - AR 7, st g o] AFE ATk AT 71EAGEH A
AL - #3H THA, A7HREA 7HA1 9] 37 E ST, 670 AEREGES WEA B3 7RI HAE A7 = 48t
22(54.5%) T olM AAE A 7S 414 TR R < 3 SleE ol UEE, AFAY FHs FACE AT
Aot AATH Table 4 F=%). algte] 5ol #o] F4lo] He A=TH ol P AT
AT TEI A7)} o5 ASAEA T 71 T9 U F2 7RIS Adske 2902 715Hshy A s
YT, PAATIRRAS TFele] AU FHY 5 A9H AL PP 7E L2 BEE 30 5
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VTS ENE LA JHFS #E A3
A3}, Table 70141 g1 &= 9)

HeaAgH7E At nEst AR AP B AFZEIH,
2

e

P w2 39 s EEdeIa32]), P W F WEE B, CAEA 1E F - AE e A g
A2 FAATTHT YR HF 16301tk AT oS YEE 2 H57F e, e A, EHE7E AdE T Al
AT ARG A9 BUE 617 o) BEe) 4249 B | |
AEIY S YEEE B gi SA7E Qo ARl A Table 6. Most effective management fields of MEE result
q o= 5} == 1329 .
A 8 YT & = fitk 20099 =34, A Evaluation indicators Average it@dérd
AHAA, SARTAS 2 oPIAERTAGS TY Y liton
A AAE GO S SR Salsh D E T State of leisure/recreational value 344 0.88
o _ o _ State of cultural/historic value 3.38 092
7t e 296(48 %) (Heo and Kwon, 2012) S 7ot
az90) Ax A7 o olo] w]a] ol AT O Boundary of the park 333 0.50
d. 1 ZHede] dARES o= o= Visitor's inappropriate impact on the park 333 071
b 33 o g 3| Jl g A=
A7t v g o E wEn) SRR #addH e N State of matural value 3% 082
= b2 KR 5l 31 3]
HHoAY SA 5 B8l Beste] w5 wE Inappropriate impact of behaviors in the park 330 0.82
o, o] Fal #elaxd vwalr)el= AlsHA ot} Disaster impact evaluation 322 044
TRAATTETYLS 1983 AAAAA 3L U FHASA Evaluation for environment management in 318 060
BAS F2 40T ANy HAsy] g pYpdos ek | |
Z] ;g E—)_]_o;] o L]— %%Z] 7@ Z}Z}’: 75”_517_01] %] 0] Zj}gﬂ O;I @_ZH“E‘ Z] Visitor facﬂity management 3.10 1.20
“on the scale of average score 0.00-4.00
Table 5. Average of MEE result
— Table 7. Weak fields of MEE result
County park Number Average score | Standard deviation
Sangjogam 40 300 L177 Evaluation indicators Averageﬂ itagdgrd
Gososeong 39 2.67 1.060 cviation
Bongmyeongsan 37 261 0974 Sf;nizﬁn between the park and boundary 189 093
Geoyeolsanseong 18 202 0699 Y
Hwangmaesan P 21 0874 Owned-state management 1.89 0.60
Gibaeksan 2 260 0912 Park storytelling/education program for visitor 1.80 0.84
Ungseokbong m 209 1030 State of threatened species 1.67 115
Hwawangsan 43 391 0.861 Visitor research 1.60 0.70
Gucheongyegok 97 163 1115 Management monitering and evaluation 145 0.69
Tpgok 44 259 0.7% Invasive species management 1.33 0.82
Wolseonggyegok 47 2,00 0715 Threatened species management 1.29 0.76
The average of all county parks 244 Research and Experience program 118 0.60

“on the scale of average score 0.00-4.00

“on the scale of average score 0.00-4.00
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20169 71 & 3 Hd 4999 (Lee, 2016) %) A} H]w s} H3AY f =& AMAHEES SEvegt EaA oA gt
o 3] AoZ WYLk oF WSIAH} WA ] By B 2 BAZ A4S 0F 29T T AT BAZ AR
AHoT FNT 4%, U2A AN £ Yt oME YO 2 BAR ANET 9 A0 FAT 5 9glek 102 9
U, Ao R #ejQlgo] wg- W2 £Eo s A #e AEAE QA8 dECEE A3 F8 I &
}ANEA BHS DA FAT ¢ AU BAL A 8 AQRA A B FR) A (2022 AN
A B Q1 AT F] 8902 A1 Bekor, A
i rETdS A THT S FdHEd ke Table 9. Principal constraint and issue in the management

) County park Constraint Issue
Table 8. Staff and budget input , dentification of principal | State of leisure/
Sangogam |\ fional val
The number of | The number of | )y Ve recreahiona’ vaue
County park total staff regular staff (million o) G ng | Boundary of the park Cultural/historic value
(person) (person) management
Average 77 16 499 Bongmyeongsan | Faclility management Disaster impact evaluation

Sangjogam 12.0 40 714 Geoyeolsanseong | Owned-state management | Visitor security

Gososeong 30 1.0 2 Hwangmaesan - -
Bongmyeongsan 1.0% 1.0* 100 Gibasksan Plar;{ g?d act for each State of natural value
Geoyeolsanseong 05 05 50 work 1tem

Hwangmaesan 200 10 1030 Ungseokbong | Management plan Visitor security

Gibaeksan 280 10 200 Hwawangsan | Visitor management Plan and act for each

work item

Ungseokbong 10 10 100 —— —

Gucheonevesok | Boundary of the park Identification of principal

Hwawangsan 100 30 1,743 ngyeg v pa value

Gucheongyegok L0 L0 0 Ioeok Identification of principal | Support for the local
Ipgok 8.0 1.0 1,500 b8 value economy

‘Wolseonggyegok 05 05 50 Bangeosan | Owned-state management -

“One staff has worked two county parks in county of Geochang Wolseonggyegok | Owned-state management | Visitor security

18 sl=xzsis|x| M| 483 35 (20201 6%)
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THTable 9 #%).
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A A 95t th(Table 11 #%)

He a7 FRIAA sl FRHH0R Py
o] AHAFE AT OR o)A fie] FF2NE
AAH O FALRIOR PR3t wear]oE dA7E Ytk
FE AQHY EALFARGS AHARET ofdel F-f-A,
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7] W), HHA JLFR9E TEdle] JAAAAE ot
37] ofEl¥ 20 % Aotk WAAAYIATY o Re AR
AYZ AARLZAE DIAE Ag BE FLollA 33}

Table 10. Test of significance of linear regression analysis in dummy

variable
Component gqugrz sg/[ueair;s F Sig.
Temple-owned 0187 0.187 0.916 0.364
Natural resource survey 0.037 0.037 0.166 0.693
Feasihility study 0.197 0197 0.967 0.351
Management plan 0.054 0.054 0.247 0.631
Principal value 0.057 0.029 0.117 0.891

<06, “p<01, " 001

Table 11. Correlation coefficients between MEE scores and the com-
ponents of management

Table 12. Test of significance of liner regression analysis

Depgndent Indeplendent B S ® ; Sig R
variable variable
Management | Constant | 2201 | 0142 - 115533 0.000
effectiveness | Annyal input 0.638
score budget 0.000 | 0000 | 0638 | 2485 0.035

Management effectiveness evaluation score
Component - - -

Peason'’s correlarions Sig. N
Temple-owned land rate 0414’ 0.205 1
Annual input budget 0.638' 0.035 11
Total staff members 0426 0.191 11
Regular staff members 0466 0.148 11
The number of threats 0589 0.056 11

K05, <01 <001

<05, <01, <001
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