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Evaluation of Geosite for Sustainable Geotourism - Examples in Sanriku Geopark
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Abstract

Geoparks are set up to preserve and publicize these sites, and to encourage public interest and tourism related to geology. Quantifying the value
of geosites therefore plays an important role for the effective development and management of geotourism together with the protection of geological
heritage. Although many quantitative evaluation schemes have been proposed for various types of sites in Europe over the past two decades, there
has been little discussion on the evaluation of geosites in Japan. This paper introduces a new method for evaluating geosites proposed by Suzuki and
Takagi (2017a). The six main categories for evaluating geosites include educational value, scientific value, tourism value, safety and accessibility,
protection/conservation and site sustainability, and touristic information. Each main category can be divided into three subcategories. In this
evaluation scheme, the 18 total subcategories are assigned a score from 1 to 4 based on criteria for each subcategory. The average score of each set of
three subcategories is used to represent the main value of each category and can be shown on a hexagonal radar chart. The evaluation characteristics
of individual geosites can be easily shown and compared using this chart. Using this new method, 8 geosites in Sanriku Geopark are evaluated and
compared. The results clearly show the present condition of geosites, especially present famous tourist spots tend to get higher score than non-tourist
spot even where scientific and educational values are high. The results also identify their promotional advantages and disadvantages, and provide a

widely applicable reference for planning and development of such sites for sustainable geotourism.
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Fig. 1 Evaluation items of geosite listed in chronological order
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Fig. 3 Evaluattion items and scores of geosites partly modified after Suzuki and Takagi (2017a)
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Table 2 Results of the evaluation of 8 geosites in Sanriku Geopark
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(Vsc) Vsc2 2 4 3 4 3 4 4 3
Vsc3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3
Av. 2.7 33 3.3 33 33 3.3 3.0 33
LA Vir1 3 4 4 4 1 4 3 3
(Vtr) Vtr2 2 3 4 3 2 3 4 2
Vtr3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Av. 2.7 313 313 313 2.0 3.3 3.3 2.7
e & Vsat 2 3 3 4 3 3 4 3
TR Vsa2 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 2
(Vsa) Vsa3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4
Av. 3.0 3.7 3.3 3.7 3.0 3.3 3.7 3.0
RE - Rer Vost 1 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
H4 N DEHE  Ves2 3 4 3 4 2 4 3 3
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BB DE(E Vitid 1 4 4 4 1 4 4 3
KRR Vti2 2 4 4 4 2 4 4 3
(Vi) Vti3 4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4
Av. 2.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 1.3 4.0 4.0 3.3
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Fig. 4 Radar charts of evaluated 8 geosites and their pictures in Sanriku Geopark (Picture of S2 was provided by Ryusendo Office, and others were
taken by H. Takagi)
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