Journal of the Korean Society of Rural Planning
vol. 21, no. 4, 2015 (55-63)

ISSN 1225-8857(PRINT) / ISSN 2288-9493(ONLINE)
http://dx.doi.org/10.7851/ksrp.2015.21.4.055

5 1Y sENY - RY0E 2EAL £+EHE ATt JHFHAUS 2 ot

Assessment of Green-Tourism Accessibility for Development Plan
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ABSTRACT : This study aims to assess Green-Tourism accessibility of Rural Experience Village and then prepare improvement

methods. To do this study, we surveyed 25 operators of Rural Experience Village in Chungbuk. We used 21 issues in all for

analysis and the following shows a summary of major results. Rural Experience Village has a generally hard time conducting facility

maintenance. Countermeasures for maintenance are required to run smoothly. Since Rural Experience Village has difficulty attracting

visitors to the village, countermeasures are needed to attract visitors through business promotion. The results of assessing Green-

Tourism accessibility showed us that some villages are a lot more accessible than others. Therefore, it is necessary that there should

be improvements of Green -Tourism accessibility by attracting visitors and increasing operating days so that Green-tourism

accessibility can be enhanced. In spite of its high level of accessibility since Rural Experience Village belonging to Goesan has low

profitability, it is especially imperative that we establish more positive project promotion to cover it.
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Table 1. Survey questions for investigation on the operating status of Rural Experience Village

Number Questions Answer type
[-1 The scale of the land and the structure Entry type
[-2 The year the structure is completed. Entry type
[-3 The state of the structure Five likert scaling
I -4 Whether or not it is newly built or repaired Entry type
[ -4-1 The reason why it is repaired or newly built Entry type
[-5 If interested in repairing or building a new structure Entry type
I1-1 Main Experience program Selection type
-2 The number of the visitors a year Entry type
11-3 The operating days a year Entry type
-4 If there is ups and downs of the reduction in visitors Five likert scaling
-5 Ups and downs of the reduction in visitors with the season Selection type

I1-5-1 The reason why visitors visit less than before Selection type
-6 The Main age group of the visitors Selection type
-7 The style preference of the visitors Selection type
I1-8 Usage charge or usage fee Entry type

-9 What is required for? Entry type

1I-10 The number of working personnel Selection type
-1 Location of village Entry type

-2 Gender Selection type
I-3 Age Selection type
-4 How long has it been since the operation Selection type
-5 The connection with the rural experience village Selection type
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Figure 1. The green-tourism demand area selection of this study
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