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Reservation, management and use of satoyama forest in local
governments (1)
— From questionnaire survey to municipalities in Kanto district —

YOSHIMURA Taeko"”, NODA Hideshi?, TANAKA Wataru®, HOSODA Kazuo?

Abstract

Aiming to understand the condition of satoyama forests in the Kanto district, a questionnaire survey
was conducted on all 470 of municipalities in the district by mail. It was found that, on the whole, overall, the
municipalities are engaged in joint efforts on the conservation, utilization, management of satoyama forests, in
undertaking issues related to population and forest. In particular, some urban areas have local government policies
on conserving and utilizing forests as open spaces and supporting volunteer groups were mainly conducted.
Countryside areas on the other hand implement, agriculture-related utilization of the forests and mammal
damage were mainly found. Prefectural conservation policies were also found to be effective. Few municipalities
considered the forest to serve as a biomass resources.

Key words : satoyama forest, forest conservation, municipality, Kanto district, questionnaire survey, conservation
policy
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Table 1. 77> — F OEIBEE - BIIR - HRIEIEE - AAEER
Collected number, collected rate, response number, and
response rate of questionnaire

AT BB R (%) AREEESE A AEIE %)
send collect response

number  number collect rate number  lesponse rate
IR 83 40 48.2 33 39.8
A B 49 21 42.9 19 38.8
TERS R 69 37 53.6 32 46.4
R 90 61 67.8 32 35.6
THER 80 53 66.3 45 56.3
HUCAR 62 46 74.2 18 29.0
I 37 22 59.5 17 45.9
B 470 280 59.6 196 41.7

% HMEEY D L 1 DL ORI FHHN S - 12
HiaAREL
Response number: number of municipalities which answered at least
one appropriate item

KDz FDMOEUEIZ 2000 FEEMEL VY X7 — 2%
Mz,

TBAHETE., BILMZ TOX S IcELE Lk, B
ik - T K B R SH A, LRI D R E N4 DE
IR SN TE IR ICHET B /M T MM
E DILIER XD T =Y R Tikiz EME £, AF-
b/ NTHIEER < o 538, THUCELM T 2 bk E E T8,

2. BN UER
(1) BMEZEEBEDOHFMBEUAODIRNR

ARNIEVE B RO B O AL DIRI & BT 5 728,
BREEBRE S EAREOB TIEEEZ iR L, L—
R—F v — MRz, (Fig 2).

ZORER, HRHEEBEROMEAE ERkDOZ N E K
% & Lo 72AREE, R AT 0 M EAL, FHA
5 400m LA O IR, FER— A 72 D bR R
T, % LS 2 OWHEE, A THE, BLMETHD .,
BATIHIE L AL U TAMEEE PR Tl o7z, 0
T NS, BREEHBEEANOED 2 H % D%k
& HGINE < B> TV B HIIc 20 L £ 2 B,

EENIIpANGE
exsistence of satoyama forests
EEL#MHY exist
OB WAIEENFEESHY) not exist but effort was found
LI B IUAKRIEEELY not exist

¥ BEIRERORIFICL S,

Based on answers from municipalities.

¥ EEOHIRARIE AL TRLTW S,

Municipalities which did not reply to the questionnaire are dotted.

Fig. 1. & EIAKICET 2 BILkOA

Existence of satoyama forests in each municipality

BRARR AT 55 4 % 4 5, 2005
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# A0 total population
300

ER—ABFY RILAER AOZE population density

A 4 5 5400m LR D — RHK
H#& area of secondary
forest located within 400m
from nearest field

FREFEE ratio of forest land

ER—ANE-YREFETR
area of forest land per one

countryside forest R
resident

A I#RZE ratio of man-made
forest

¥ 77— DI LTe R BB OFREEO T s K Uik
6%z 100 & L7z,

The average and mean of indicators of all 470 municipalities were
set as 100.

Fig. 2. BREIEAIBAROFETERE

Indicators of responsed municipalities with valid replies

(2) BILMOFIRE & MEREERR

HEMICHH TN TW 2 BHILKA T 0 EH B 79
(40.3%). H3HBMEIE 111 (56.6%) T. ZOFHNE
B BEORASD T A R OJFAREE & WV o Tz AR
FIHD 61 Higth (31.1%) T. RO AR W
o 1z - BEFIH D 41 BBk (20.9%) TirbNT
W BEMERIFIRIGRERIRTEZC (53.1%) HEET
EHHN (44.4%). MENETIE 11.8% ED7Eh > T,
R - AEFIHN DI > =D EER (94%) THh
27,

HIMAOFHENE L o7 2 LIc XA REFREER 8
O EBATRD SNz (Table 2), IREZFEL TV
T FEEEY OB ZET MAR)IIR (64.7%) & THEE (62.2%)
TRPHVE, FEFICHEICAR > TV aE LTHET
TeABKEZ >, BEMEEER 40.6%) T. 17
PROPEARIE TR, BEER. 5= T 33 ~36% & L
BNZhotc, TND OO, BEREYICH L
TlEHBEROHIESIC K208, BEREFOFE, N1
—IUfbEE, BRI U TR, M rbn Tz,
EIHHOWFORERLTMRDOILRISHT U T L Tz
WEBRD DR R0y, BRI 3EIC K 2 MO
IZnA. BT 27«4 T7ERS NPO & DR#EIC X 27TRIE

D LV Tl iait AR L TW SR AL NI,

ZIC LR DRI R O R FEAE D A fE & RN O AT
DRI & DRz % Te b, FIH M OREN S 5 &%
U7z BB R OIEEME & AR % B Gtk kO E & 2
e U7z, Z DRER, FIANCBI L Tld. RMEERRI I
TR, AR - BE TR0 D E T 75
HTirbN T, HENZFHNAS NIEWVEBERIC
BHIIMKZOE DNV IEnwEeEZ SN (Figd), 4
LTWBHEICOWTIE, FFE, i, Bl A
DERBRFRIIA AT, SEFZRIUMN ST
CRHHENTH (Figd), TNLHNORETIIHIL > 72
feEAd A < JREEPH O B EEZR L T, 22
U IMENRELTVE ] EDORENFELNDE DI,
FENELCTOWT, HOHBURNZNZR#HL TV EY
BTHH, EETEHEICZ < OEBIETRENET T
2 El-bHbND, FICEHHOFA R ERREERO
ICIEHREOELDOEEERMENTVE EEX LN,
AT ORINERRISH T 20D T A S hhibhn
%o IEBITMIERIEHTHAD &30 FBIRHOC R & L
TORHENEENT NS,

FER—ALYELHETE area of

countryside forest per one resident/ N

BEA H400mLL A D Z R ETE
area of secondary forest located
within 400m from nearest field

B | LI#Z ratio of countryside forest N
orest land per one resident

A L#E ratio of man-made forest

—o— |BREFFAHY traditional utilization was found
—=— FREFAHY modern utilization was found
—+— BEFIFALEL not be found daily utilization

¥ ARIAE FRAAOIEHMED Tk L Uiz 100 & Uiz,
average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig. 3. [RMAINOS 503 Hialk s L —7, FEEFIIOHR
5N % HiGE T )V—7 HEFHOR L NEVERRY
JV— TR DFEEREL
Comparison of indicators of municipality groups classified
by daily utilization

Table 2. REFEEDOHHE MEDONA
Issues of satoyama forests due to abandonment and details

FIED FE A4
[Px QAT

FIEONE details of issues

FEAELTH
20

not occuring

occuring issue FETEWDOETE  VIAROPER  FEHHOTARE BEAE FLHS N i JHERE IREZOEAL  AREREIR ZTOM sues
illegal expansion of ‘Lnary)ow?r difficulty in mammal deterioration decline of
abandonment bamboo S 0?( ase (;r maintaining  development damage, bird of public forest others
of wastes forests upkeep o boundaries damage security ecosystem
forests
156 105 43 91 23 48 14 33 12 32
79.6 53.6 21.9 46.4 11.7 24.5 7.1 16.8 6.1 16.3

N oS S M1 I & Ry
Upper figure: number of municipalities, lower figure: ratio (%)
MO NAISEEE

Multiple answers were allowed for details of issues.
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# A0 total population

ER— ALY B UHKET area
of countryside forest per one
resident

B A 5400m L9 O = RAKE T
area of secondary forest located
within 400m from nearest field

BB LK ratio of countryside
forest

ER— A L-UMEFET area of

forest land per one resident

A TIH#E ratio of man-made
forest

—o— B development

—8— AR DEAL deterioration of public security
—a— ERERDER decline of forest ecosystem
—o— B EE manmal damage, bird damage

X ARG BB OFREIEO T E K U R EZ 100 & L7z,

The average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig. 4. #HERERLEDOH 5N 5 BIRERT )V — T OERLR

Comparison of indicators of municipality groups classified
by issues faced

(3) BlumfRe - FRICEET HE #~

B LR RS - FIFICHEICE D A TV 5 HiARIE 38
(19.4%). KO HBEEIZS 4.1%) I F 5T,
[\ 72k (5 U HigtkiE LB O s e EZA NS
TeENSE, MEHOWDHABDH % HIBKED TR DDE
IRIZEWVWZR %, LD HANEDONRIE, FEROIFED 34
Higtk (17.3%). Z&BIORIEN 15 Biak (1.7%) TH
o1z, HERDNAICITHIMES & ORERERS, TRO
HELTONH., HRICKBHEEFEHMEN LI >, 5
B RRDIREE S o e DMBNT e S, %
OTCHIMEEZENTND EDOFHMTHZ L EbN %,
RIS, ATED R THEIC A > TE fohkithz ffe
LTHTROBOOEZERLE S EWVWIE R > 72ED
AL, R H Tz > Tldhrtth ik z vt %ic Uz E
FORHB DI T HZEIC K> TRHIEL TV BT
Mo h A, B ERHCRS E Uz EHN - aliinix
PHHAE A D NIah o Tz, O, EFICHE DN ERWVEL
DEIHOE - BB FEEDHNIE 34 HiBE (17.3%)
THOHN, SR, BEBIR, TR TR FHED L
HZ <, IRDOBBADZEINS N ATz, RFEHEDOHI =%
5 &, TIRFHE ARSI 3Pk
T D RBRIKEE DR i 72 EBIRMT 5 & [RIRHC — & iR
EALEWEWS WERESE O, BEBIRFZE NESEE
BV — 2 REE] 13 10 ALLEDOFEIAKIC X 53R T
MO EOIRENCHiBIEZ I HE, TEROFEIED
LN E DOk & HHipraEE D TH LR E )
Ze fafitds UUR DFRE 232 1 T BUA D TEENC HiBh <8 72 Sk 9
BHEVHIEDNH B,

T O XD ITHEDOHL D #lFB O NED IR 20T
HBLVHRERIE, WMOHATHS BIBRDHEHZ
e LIeEiiiiiRic 2w L e BB RIS TH S
(Fig.5, Fig.6), 7z BLLEAY A 5 S OAR W AR T H HL
DIHAZITONTWIED, ZFDONEIE R FE O F .,
B oR7% & IR ORI 2 KK L7 & D TH > Tz,

4) BIWMRZ > 7« 7EB & BARE

FIUMOFIE « REICBADZRT > T« 7 iEE) DO HH
13 78 Hiktk (39.8%) T IH% ). 14 Hinlk (7.1%) T
(% LS| EFHES TROSNT Wz, HIRIRAME
i LT3 MfkIER 298 [IfA T, BEAEE (113 Mk &
MR BLEA) TEZh ol BERTEHBROK
S ICHI 22 BRI LT WAV IL—THHE > TED.
BEAF ORI M A Z2 fillic U 72 BULER 21 E OAGIE D > C
D & 5 7 BHADRETEENIND RIS b e,

# A0 total population
400

ER—AB Y BUFEH rea of W o

countryside faest per me residel '‘AOZEE population density

00
004
xgot
Jasi
7 FREFE ratio of brestland
S

X
‘ ‘ "’" ’
<>
B I ratio of muntryside faest \’ ﬁfE_Aéf: UM%E% area &
orestland per me resident

AI#E mtio d man-made faest

EEANH400m L O = R E T
area ofsecondary forest bcated
within 40m from rearest feld

+— FMEOIRYFEAHAHY inplemented measure, enact bylaw
—m— &5t under consideration
—A— BYAAHEL o efforts

X ARG B OFEEO Ttk K O fEz 100 & Uiz,

The average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig. 5. JEOIY MADOEAKIUC & > TR LIz BiGR SV
— 7T OFHERR L
Comparison of indicators of municipality groups
classified by individual efforts

ve LJ
i
!
1
| 1
] | !
P ;
0
& T
T 1 1 ]
!
!
u !
!
a ABZEE (A/ha)
population density
|| @2.800~19,900 ThEORYEHDRIERKR
[01,000~2,800 Q implementation of original efforts
& s00~1.000 | EFELTLNB implementing
£ 300~500 ' B&1 under consideration
O 0~300 EHELTLVELY not implement

Fig. 6. FIAAIH O D #HAD IR & NI

Individual efforts implemented by municipalities and
population density

TR BB 55 4 % 4 5, 2005]
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BHLIZHBKCEHT S &, RV T 27 Mo DD
BN ER->TWE ETANELL, RIVT 4 T7hHED
FWEHEPEOE < OBABRIA TR T Wiz (Table.3), KT
VT4 T HRBFHCHFR TE L (70%). "IV T4 7
MEOBERIHFA 80%) &MRIINE (778%) T
holze ULHLUEERIICIE RS VT« 7B ZE BARIIC
HEZTWBSHEBEREDEV (Tabled), ARAABEHOTBIE
WKEBRT VT A TERIEZTNIELE>TVERVED
Thb, Izi2L., 77— M REDHEMETEERR TH %
TERRT VT 47 DFEZEIHRE TIELTWVW5 HIBIK
MbHdT b, FMBEEUNOER D RZT VT 1 7 %
X BRLTW AR EEZ 5N 5,

MWTRT 7 0 7T %015 & ST ANODIR
e DEZME Liz& T A, KT VT 0 7 HBNIHBT
Epa: b e s EANE NDIDEar aUEPad<E VA i |1 Ml F @A sl
o7z (Fig7) D RIT VT 4 T \NOZHELERICE L
TIEEBHEIE & 2R Em D L IR E N e
(Fig.8, Fig.9), mitEDFIHMNZA Tl &R sz rh.iic
BIRED XS HFEEEH EEHO—RICE T 5N TV
TS BTHEROZEETEIANDBELOE X | s
MRk D2 X, AIRKROZETET SIEANDO.OD & S HED
AR LTEABND, —/ITC. RTVT 4 7B
BRI AN 2 81E 2 ECT0E K TH B,
Hiho®e - FIFICEDL 2R T VT ¢ T IEHEOERESD
MEINEICEN D 2 L& Z 5N, SHBFMCHRETT 58
BITIF B EHAZ AT LT 208 H 51259,

Table 3. HiAk&ERT VT4 7 LDEDY
Involvement of municipalities with volunteers

BV DRRE RILTAT INHOEE

extent of involvement request from volunteer
OBVl BEEHIRE SCE(T 2L E2y)

o know broaqu ) ot
involvement abol{t 't}'lolr supporting requested requested
activities

15 35 42 48 42
16.3 38.0 45.7 52.2 45.7

KRTVT TR THB) THBE/-S | LREBELIZI2H
NEIZNAPSES
Based on answers from 92 municipalities which answered that
"volunteer exists" or "it probably exists"

X OEE BBk TR EIS

Upper figure: number of municipalities, lower figure: ratio (%)

Tabled. KT VT4 TERICHT BEZ ST
Views on nurturing volunteers

R B A F FEREEDY  BROZZRL
nurtured in the planning  possibly nurture no idea of
previously stage in the future nurturing
24 14 43 85
12.2 7.1 21.9 43.4

* BB BB MBS

Upper figure: number of municipalities, lower figure: ratio (%)
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#ﬁ)\uztotal population
00
FER— A YE ILUMAET area of

countryside forest per one resident,

B AN H400m LN 0D = RAKE R
area of secondary forest located
within 400m from nearest field

VJ\ AO#EE population density
DT
st

fER— A &= UKEHEH area of
A forest land per one resident

ATI#EE ratio of man-made forest

HREFE ratio of forest land

B LI#KZE ratio of countryside forest

——RIUTATEHIHY exist
—a— 3% EES probably exist

—&—7FL) not exist

¥ ARNEE B AROFREMEO T fE S KL ORI EZ 100 & LTz,
The average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig. 7. AT 27« 7HHIOGIIC K > TR LIz EHIBR T )L —
T DOFEFEREIR
Comparison of indicators of municipality groups
classified by existence of volunteers

# A0 total population
300

B (A 5400mIA R OO — RAEHT
area of secondary forest located
within 400m from nearest field

AI#E ratio of man-made forest

—+— RS TA7XIEFTS supporting
—a— FHELEILHE know broadly about their activities
4 73U no involvement

X ARNEE FGAROREHO T fE S L THREZ 100 & Ui,
The average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig.8. RI V747 LDBDDICK > TR LIzHIBKT IL—
PALE il dE e
Comparison of municipality groups classified by
involvement with volunteers

# A0 total population
400

FER— ALY EILAEH area of

countryside forest per one residen

’NOZEE population density

" FREFE ratio of forest land
—A%T:U#??Eﬁ area of

forest land per one resident

B 1 5\ 5400m A ) = RAKEHE
area of secondary forest located
within 400m from nearest field

B LI#K ratio of countryside forest

AI#E ratio of man-made forest

—o— RS TAT7BERFEH nurtureed previously
—=— BREETE D in the planning stage

—A— {3 KB HY possibly nurture in the future
—e— Z X #EL no idea of nurturing

¥ ARNEE B AROREMEO T fE S L UHREZ 100 & LTz,
The average and mean value of indicators of respondents with valid
replies were set as 100.

Fig. 9. RT 7 ¢ 7HROMIANC & > TR LI Hiatk 7 L—
TRk

Comparison of indicators of municipality groups
classified by views on nurturing volunteers
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(5) BlutkDSEOFH
BGOSR I DOV THE LIz BB 11 (5.6
%). BHIEMEITPOEEREKIE 44 (22.4%). #afL T\
WEBED 131 (66.8%) T, MatLTW3 HiBEKE D
Tholz, BETNAETEN > TZDRHEMNL 7)) -2 3
VRBEBEHEDE LTORH T, AMERDOFIHICD
WTIIFEAEHHENT WD S T, BIPEIC LK
HEIROF AN DT eh b, MBSO SR
HEEP 72 B Y & D LLE DI CIEZRENH B 125 5,
S1EOFAE OF M L BT ANCORN & R H
WzHhTHDBE, BULMOSHBOFIHICONTYT TICH
U BB AR Y2 D OREF R « bk
DIFEENRKEVEADARSNTZE DD, MahoBHA
PRI R A 2R L TH D, Mahiki & &%
MG NCOIRI & OBEMEIZ S LB IHE TR D - 72,

3. ¥L9

R & LT, ADDOZFR R ILROK A& &
S e T ANODORI & BILROF] R 7L
ERIAIC & 2 B FEHL D fH A & ORI BIEAED 5 Nz,
BAARICIEL RO K S BHATH S ;

OFHNA © BMERF RN, R - 85
RIS s 20,
@FEEME: S EF LRI, FIFE, L,
ARER LRI AR A i TR L vl < BEER E N B e
NH%,

@itk : AR i, Bk Zz Bkt & U
ThRE - FHT 22 eZHNETBMRNZRENS,
@RF VT4 7 LOD O L ERTHE R LI T RAR
TUT 4T D - BEIMTON TV,

—J3C, RIEFREERRME D #lA DRI IE K BB
BHOEKNEFEL TS EEX LN, BNHIET
DRI« Z0E A O SUATH N FHR IR T O MRS
DFFE, HIRAERE TORER D2 RHSEBEHVWFO
A, EERER), BNIWHUIKTORS V7 4 7 DH
BIREREHE « L7V T— 3 YHHOBEL Fh5id.
AN T ANTDRIL & 5 HR DS D F BRI A D %
D2 T EMNI DN A T, ETEMBIFREICOVTI,
FENBDHIREROMRZ /AT % —/5 T, BiRED
FILRPICH D B Z > FICa D HEICHiBI T#&IC
BRI TR e LEBE H O HIGIRIC K > T
BN FEZEDERD T2 > TL B LWV S afREMEAVRE N,

INLOMRZIEZ D &, MMKT ANCTDIRIL L
HintkD BRI 2 B.ODFEP T OREICEK %5 H
BIRDIRULDRTREMEDNE X 5N D, T L THERON
KNRFIOMREHC KO HIEIE U7z Bk R4 - F1)
OB IDERTE S EWfFE N2, MAT, FHIA
RDBLLPH D A DREEZ TP % HH P I D iR A
HIRERDHHRIIC G Z B B DOW T, HICHHEZTT
WHTTC IR i Z1G % T LT BRI ORI K D RIS
5% EEHBNG,

ikl LT EIBRO BRI /g 2 i hrih Bss &
HZETEDONIEEALE T, NAATAEFEOFHIXIZ &
AEEZENTWEDN STz, TOHAEELTIX. HIBHE
BN TRNANA A< AR EHEELT Z20FEHENLEN
TR, BUMKOBEERLZ Y T—v 3 v, HEEHAD
R 7Z/ET LW B &R MR EE B R O R 55 Tk
AHLTWBAEEEE EZ NS, N1 4 < AR Z G
LTV ERARZRENCE D B, Mo itis 2 B,
Rk, MRS SRR ATNCIR L, BRI & L
i U 55 % ORI D nTREN: & SRREZ I 5 Mg
BT EMRDEND,

ZOfh, BEOREFRERRT VT 4 TICDWVTEH
WG B MMEDN D A 5, RIEFEICE L TE. BAEH
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