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Abstract: In Korea, the technical techniques for assessing visual impacts are standardized, but the
methods for assessing the marine landscape itself are not standardized and need to be improved. In
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particular, in the landscape impact assessment of offshore wind power generation in Korea, it is
necessary to recognize the landscape itself as a receptor and prepare a system that can evaluate the
characteristics and sensitivity of the landscape. In this study, we propose an evaluation method for
preparing a marine landscape quality assessment document that reflects the project characteristics
of offshore wind power projects, and examine the possibility of utilization by applying it to actual
project sites as an example.

To evaluate the quality of marine scenery in offshore wind power projects, evaluation items of
landscape characteristics, physical characteristics, and socio-cultural characteristics were evaluated
based on the preliminary survey contents, and the quality of marine scenery was divided into five
grades. Next, the evaluation criteria of the evaluation items were synthesized and the quality of the
marine landscape was classified into preservation grade (grade 5), semi-preservation grade (grade
4), buffer grade (grade 3), semi-improvement grade (grade 2), and improvement grade (grade 1). In
addition, the Sinan-Ui Offshore Wind Farm, an actual project site, was randomly selected to conduct
the evaluation process and examine its utilization.

This study aims to complement the existing method of visual impact assessment in offshore wind
power projects and evaluate the quality of the marine landscape itself to effectively conserve marine
landscape resources during offshore wind power projects. Rather than relying on mechanical and
quantitative evaluation, this study is expected to be used as a basis for comprehensive understanding
of the location and socio-cultural characteristics of the project site and for communication and
cooperation with stakeholders.

Keywords: offshore wind farm, environmental impact assessment, marine landscape impact,
landscape quality, landscape assessment
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Table 1. Seasacpe Characteristics Assessment

Division

Factors

Evaluation Criteria

Seascape Character

Seascape Designation Designation by Acts and subordinate statutes and ordinances

Table 2. Physical Characteristics Assessment

Division Factors Evaluation Criteria
Intactness Whether landscape resources are complete or fragmented
Condition Whether landscape resources are managed or neglected
. Detractors Determine if there are any unsuitable structures around the
Phy§1c.a1 Char.acter. and landscape resources
conditions of individual — -
landscape resources Typicality ‘Whether landscape resources are representative form or unusual form
Clarity Whether the character of the landscape resources are clear or confusing
Fracili Whether the element is fragile or, conversely, robust, meaning it can
giity be broken by adding, changing, or removing elements
Shape of hinterland Whether the shape of the hinterland has a complex composition

or a simple composition

Flatness of seascape

Whether the flatness in the hinterland of the landscape is sloped or flat

Physical Character

Elevation of land

Whether the terrain in the hinterland of the landscape is high
or low in altitude

based on nature factors

Whether the shape of the coastline has a complex composition

Shape of coastline . ..
or a simple composition
Type of slope Whether the slope behind the coastline is concave or convex
Riflofich fafcal Whether there is a habitat with high biodiversity in the site subject

to evaluation




Table 2. Continued

Division Factors Evaluation Criteria
Remoteness Whether the features has a sense of importance or openness
Naturalness Whether the features has a natural or artificial feeling
Rarity Whether the features has a rarity or a general
Distinctiveness Whether the features to remember the landscape are noticeable or blurry

Whether the landscape is a complex configuration or a simple one

Pattern that will be damaged by the installation of the generator

‘Whether or not there is a visual focus to be stopped by above

Foci of sea area
sea level development

Physical Character
based on perceptual/ Foci of coastline and Whether or not there is a visual focus to be stopped by coastline
aesthetic factors hinterland area or hinterland development
Aspect Whether you can see the sunset/sunrise from the inside of the landscape
Quality of Scenery the value of the landscape according to the visual sense
Modification Whether the landscape is an undeveloped landscape or a highly
developed landscape
Movement Whether the movement inside the landscape is static or dynamic
Lighting Is there no light inside the landscape
Seascape visibility Whether the visibility is good or bad
Table 3. Social/Cultural Characteristics Assessment
Division Factors Evaluation Criteria
Tranquility Whether it’s quiet or crowded inside the landscape
Sense of place Whether the landscape has a strong or weak sense of place
Popularity Whether the landscape is popular or not
Social/ Cultural Conservation Interests Whether wildlife, geoscience, arch'aeo!ogy, historical or cultural
Character preservation value is high or low
. Whether there is a high or low connection to a particular great person,
History and culture artist, exhibition, event, etc. in history
. Whether it has a high or low impact on the region because it has
Tourism and economy . .
a tourism and economic value
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Seascape Quality Assessment Record Sheet Seascape Quality Assessment Record Sheet
Sea area landscape resources siate Physical i (Physical Character based on Tactors)
e Se | rocks [ sunken ock | At and [ishing s bescon mar [suvserarsa] e | Ohision Evaluaton Crteria Notes TComments
CEED i i i I I i I I = :
resources list i
Coastline area landscape resources state Scenery 1
muc | rock | sana | veger | broder | 500 [ wave €] rache [sancbe] agoon | cune | ari | sioek = o
Tesources type Cave | orest | port_[ish poricombine] Ievee | oo [breai ] A ree | boach [reod e I
resources list Movement T
Hinterland area landscape resources state Lighting I
Sottomon | Gommorc | Rocroaton | _tomans | _rivorans | coastine 009 | _comia vat | o
resources type TYES o o
i i i i i \ \ ey ]
resources list Summary [
Physical 3ot s oo o [dun decass esoiros) _
Division ncivisual resources sl omments P otes: IComments
(S ex : Beach and dun Tranquility T
Conditon [
ige Sense of place [
Typicality T sl [
pre Conservation
Clarity. - I Interests. T
- - History and :
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Summary high ow [ igh I
Notes: S ion T

Physical Characteristics Assessment (portion)

Social/Cultural Characteristics Assessment (portion)

Figure 1. Seascape Quality Assessment Record Sheet
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Table 4. Seascape Quality Grading

Seascape quality
grading

Contents

The seascape has been designated by laws or ordinances in recognition of its value, and the physical and

Preservation grade | socio-cultural characteristics of the Seascape are so excellent that the value of conserving the scenery is very

high, so the best efforts should be made to prepare mitigation measures.

Semi-preservation

Areas with high landscape conservation value due to the excellent physical and socio-cultural characteristics
of the seascape in question, which are affected by the human environment but remain in excellent condition

rade . . .
& and require careful consideration of measures to reduce damage to the natural landscape.
The seascape in question has been partially developed due to the influence of the human environment, and
Buffer grade the physical and socio-cultural characteristics of the seascape are general, and the landscape is receptive to

changes in the landscape due to development, so buffer measures should be proposed.

Semi-improvement

grade relatively small.

The seascape has been extensively developed under the influence of the human environment, and the value
of the physical and socio-cultural characteristics of the seascape is low and the impact of development is

Improvement grade

The seascape has been severely degraded by development, and the value of the physical and socio-cultural
characteristics of the seascape is very low and the impact of development is minimal.
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Figure 2. Seascape Assessment Scope
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Table 5. Assessment result

Sinan-Ui Offshore Wind Farm Jindo Main Island Area Seascape Assessment Result

National Unit Offshore Southwest Coast Regional Unit Rocky Shores
(some sand beach)
Spatial Segment Jindo Main Island Assessment Point Mt. Geupchi observatory
Distance from Lo
I - — 26 km from the boundary of the project site

Seascape Assessment Result

Seascpae Characteristics Assessment ‘ Preservation grade (nested protection)

Summary : This Spatial Segment is rated Conservation due to the presence of overlap with the Dadohae-Haesang National Park
Jodo District in the sea area and the presence of overlap with the National Jindo Natural Recreation Forest in the hinterland area.

Physical Characteristics Assessment ‘ Semi-Preservation grade

Individual Landscape Resources Summary : Evaluation of the physical features and condition of individual landscape resources
resulted in a slightly higher overall score for the following reasons: highly circular shoreline, well-managed aquaculture facilities,
unobstructed view of the Dado Sea, representative landscape of the surrounding islands, congested hinterland land use, and
vulnerability to development as a sunset viewing area.

Nature Factors Summary : Evaluation of physical features based on natural factors resulted in a high overall score due to the
complex land use of the hinterland, sloping morphology, high elevation of the hinterland, complex shoreline composition with small
bays and large and small cliffs, concavity of the slopes behind the shoreline, and biological habitats such as migratory bird rookeries.
Perceptual/Aesthetic Factors Summary : Evaluation of physical features based on perceptual/aesthetic factors resulted in a slightly
higher overall rating for the following reasons: openness due to high hinterland elevation, natural landscape, beautiful sunsets,
skyline composed of islands and horizon, static landscape interior, and high visibility.

Comprehensive Summary : Evaluated as semi-preserved according to the field evaluation of the evaluation items of the physical
characteristics evaluation.

Social/Cultural Characteristics Assessment ‘ Buffer grade

Summary : Social/cultural character assessment results in a buffer rating due to scattered natural communities, quietness within
the landscape, no overlooks, low historical/cultural association, and known but limited overlooks.

Evaluate the quality of the Seascape ‘ Semi-Preservation grade
= = z = = z = = z
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