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Analyzing the Economic Value and Planning Factors of Hubs

within Urban Green Infrastructure
- Focusing on the Case of Sejong Lake Park -

Lee, Dong-Kyu™ - An, Byung-Chul”

“Ph.D. Course, Dept. of Forest Resources & Landscape Architecture Institute, Wonkwang University
" Associate Professor, Dept. of Forest Resources & Landscape Architecture Institute,
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ABSTRACT

This study targets the urban park corresponding to the core areas (Hubs) of Green Infrastructure and estimates their
value utilizing the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) and determines the planning factors which affect them. The research
aims to provide basic data for supporting the value improvement in the planning stage for urban parks representing green
infrastructure. The primary purpose of this research is to derive variables that affect economic value and planning factors
to improve the use-value of urban parks, one of the Hubs of the green infrastructure.

In this study, Sejong Lake Park, located in Sejong City, is the target site. This study collected the responses of 105 people
by conducting a survey on the intention to pay for the use-value and the planning factors that affect it, targeting visitors
to Sejong Lake Park. The study conducts Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) on this survey responses. The results are
as follows: first, as a result of analyzing the variables which affect willingness to pay for use-value, residence and age
influence the willingness to pay significantly among socioeconomic characteristics. Next, the survey responses of
Double-bounded dichotomous choices (DB-DC) CVM are converted into variables through statistic techniques. Furthermore,
the variables are used for a Logit model to draw coefficients. The average willingness to pay per person for the use-value
of Sejong Lake Park using the derived coefficients was approximately found to be 8,597 won. Therefore, as of 2019, Sejong
Lake Park, with a total of 430,000 visitors, is estimated to have an annual economic value of 3.7 billion won. Third,
the average Likert scale of the planning factor affecting the decision to pay for the economic value of Sejong Lake Park was
the highest along the waterfront landscape, and the convenience facilities and waterfront landscape showed the highest willingness
to pay, 10,000 won. In the range between 2,500 won and 5,000 won, the waterfront area ranks highest. Therefore, it can be
said that visitors to Sejong Lake Park take account of the economic value of using the waterfront landscape the most.

This study is meaningful as a thesis on use-value and the planning factors that affected value evaluation results of urban
parks, and the analysis of the correlation between the planning factors of urban parks as hubs located in urban areas.

Keywords: CVM, WIP, Logit Models in Dual Estimate, Green Infrastructure, Economic Value
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Table 1. Classification of types of green infrastructure

Referes Classification types Green infrastructure types
Reserves Ecological or undeveloped well-preserved area
Wildlife management Areas that can utilize resources for improving leisure value and natural value
Hubs Working land Forest areas, agricultural areas, pastures
Parks and open spaces Park, vegetated area, playgrounds, golf courses
Jang Recvcled lands Areas that provide environmental funtions in whole or in part of land, mines, or
(2009) v landfill damaged by intensive use
Conservation corridors Lined area(greenways, waterside buffer zones)
Greenbelt Landscape or conservation natural area for the conservation and development of
o Links natural ecosystems(farmland, pasture land)
Classification -
by function Landscane linkage A space that connects conservation areas, parks, and management areas and allows
P 8 native plants and animals to live
Urban parks and gardens | Neighborhood park, urban park, children's park, public garden, community garden
Urban green spaces Residential green areas, commercial green spaces, house gardens, open ground,
playgrounds and recreational areas, waterside buffer zone
Kang Hubs Other green spaces Urban farm, vegetable garden, cemetery, rain garden, urban wetland, canal
(2011) Facilities and techniqes Flood and stormwater management facilities, green roof, street trees, tree boxes,
4 permeable packaging, rain reservoir
Natural green spaces Detention pond, wetland, forests, reservoirs, conservation, grassland, wildlife habitat
Links Green street, green belt, green way, landscape linkage, preservation belt
Benedict Landscape Species habitat, compatible working landscape, wildlife corridor
and Region Green space for water quality and supply, greenway
Classificati McMahon
assication (2006) Site Green space for low impact development and stormwater management
according to
spatial scale Dermuzere City Large green areas
et al Neighborhood Urban street canyons, parks, green roofs and walls, gorests, wetlands
(2014) Site Trees

Source: Lee ef al, 2018: 219. ZA AZHA,

Table 2. Analysis of prior research on green infrastructure types

Classification types

Jang(2009)

Kang(2011) Kang et al(2014) Lee ef al(2018)

Choi(2020)¢

Hubs

Reserves

O

Wildlife management

Working land

Parks and open spaces

0]
0]
0]

Urban parks and gardens

Urban green spaces

Recycled lands

Other green spaces

Facilities and technigues

Facilities

Natural green spaces

Large”

Medium®

Small®
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Theoretical study of
research

* Green infrastructures research case study
* Green infrastructures’s value estimation
case study by contingent valuation
method (CVM)

Survey on utilization
value and design
element

* Survey on socioeconomic characteristics

« Utility value of Green infrastructures

* Planning factors affecting willingness to
pay

Utilization value
evaluation and design
element analysis

* Value analysis by willingness to Pay
* Value estimation using CVM
« Test using statistical techniques

Conclusion and

* Result of estimating the utilization value
of green infrastructure
* Correlation between utilization value

suggestion determination and planning elements
* Suggestions for improving the value of
green infrastructure
Figure 1. Research and analysis process

A H2E vl o2 Green-Blue Network 7185 W3 ek
29] T A|(Intergrative Greenery of MAC) 73& &%
Tk Ed FY=AEo] 523%E $3H194%). ¥
(235%), Y& thvH(184%), F= BRAJNR(22.0%), 2
EA(414%), FH252%) 5 EF EAol s 1Hlze} 3
A (Hubs) & 39 - SA7F o9 FHsith o8 3 &4
3 SHelA e 20199 7% o158l 13%E AFelA 7H
A AQAE Sk Qlow, @Al 2Rl ASA st
A0168~2020) & AXIL Sleoll et Jl=e} +5
EAAQ A @As7L ALY e Fol7lk itk

=3] - Ao - ARFA 5 T2 F7PH AAAE ME
A AFEEAANRE o)dste PATE o] HA g W}F/}
THAA7NE, AR 5 FTLFAY F 67%7 A
WX A Z 0]70] %EQ%IEWL AZFAS gl mE 5%
3] o]l FRHIL Qlo] YHFL V5 FAY F 91% a
Alze} 5o 7|9hA el thgh o Ak Fglof] mE TA
7t A& ASR o

FATHEFEA 24 71 8A g (AN F
A8e ]

2 o Sh e

=

&
=
g o=

ol

T 2007) 34

FHEPEA

9% =
Golef, oleldt /AN 25 A A2 £ 8RS
A QejeaeAE 7 9

d==

= wAEA 242 AN YOB, Figwe 29 2] £4 3
Q57 FAme) ST QExdolzd] AES5TY 2
Sjo] glo) AF a5 AZSRANA S THAZAE o)
ET 5 9E BAZU0E 2 4 Uk £9, AFE53AS

Neighborhood park
== Pedestrian axis

Figure 2. Locates of survey Site
Source: AXFH(FATAETEA AA712AH), 2007: 75, DA A2,

28T
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FPUOE WAL T8Il AFERANN FHBYE
2] &) 9543 908, A7)9 AFL} hiold, of
U5 A A4 sl S SIS A8 37
BEE ST U2 el 2 J

r
rO
(&l
k)
:10
S ofh
=2,
ol

19Es 29 3 AR A4 7

é _] ?j oﬂ}q L“‘ﬂ XJ_Q_E] o]k: o]zol—_‘?‘/ﬂ
g ZARASAECVM) S ol a9, ol FFEaY Y
B2 ANFI] HU AL SR And
Xt] 73

N

IR & OI% o ] =stod “@‘ﬂi}e =4 ’3}5— i
THHanemann, 1984: Lee and Han, 2002). i 2
AR SEHE ARdA SEAR 1‘“4°Uﬁ}°ﬂ gt o]
4 7H]ol tial Ae7ksdh weell tell "ol (Y) =
N)'= W8 AZAE Yepd 5 Sloh 2-gl=et o
SHAR NE BAFAIES) gt gl el
e AAHY =50 Eﬂ*o}‘ji Q] zekehe SA7t
zhz o] &4 7HAldl tisiM A SEARE0] QIASHL »l% a1
delzet olgwo Al=gH), %—’F%( ). e 5499 H
(X) 9} 22 Aol wet 2RE = a8 V=ViM:X)
Foke o183 7Hd tig

_1>~l

/-\

4 bo oo O uE R oy @ @
g

g m33o] o 1eze} A

#40] B3l of W, JRAeke] ol S Tz
AAE s Fqol tigh A& 8k(i) 2 09] e 7H wf AlA]
TS AR ATk RO, 19] %S 2E FFNE A
AlE FAE AEsTE gAE UellE oldE 4 (binary
variable) 0|tk 7HHEE8 VE diolE £ EAd w&
B3 WK 2005 BEUY 2 2450l 9L AL
2 VEM:X) = VOMX) + ¢, 9 o] 32 7153k 2xel
Vel g84 REol 62 T ©] SFEHTR ;&
€, ~idZ 19} FHsH Hg Ao T X gF

W0 T Park ef al, 2016).

=2

o), 2 7109 G, 14 QA W] ST AT
7t B8 579 ARE B3 2ol AT 9tk AN
A F9L A BT $HHAL =00 T8
FEE Vy=VOMX), ANE 4L A8l 4553
£ o188 el BES Frhst s (=09 BEFFEL

=VAMPX) 2 sls o, 7 7359 847K AN
B 5 Pof ol oall A=, AV=V,- 1, =VIMP:X)
VIOM:X) €€, oF 22 SEAZRNT FHZ vepd = ok

=

AR tigh o] MEy

EAEYo] g o] gHH

(Lee and Han, 2002: Lee, 2005: Lee and Mjelde, 2007), ©]ell

EQ“C’]EJ% JEste] AFsrdds ot Peke 5
A& FE(P))< ther 213 2th(Hanemann, 1984).

14e” (a+ B*bid+~2)

2R Faurs ANFAP) B AR 7}
50, Do, TEHF 3 & T AT AR e
s AN, NS AR WP, 99, AFA)
= AREt, T, WAl(CV)l sl #3A B
O (FATT AEHA) S ofgfe] 2o 9] ALtEEH),
A71A o B AR ARAA A W] A el sl e
o] Hitghe Fste] Ak gholth(Lee, 2005).

CV= OOF (Av)dB
J, ot
:/ —— dB
0 te (o +'7°*I/Ld)
A &) Alg ol o] HF(WTP mean) > F-2HIZ AAEE A

Bolrle) PAE 04 Fat AR
WAz, el AL olgal F
Lee, 2013; Kim et al, 2014).

Tme:wn = / FT/(AU)dB
0

= Billn [1+exp(a)]

sto] 245E $EA

A3 TH Boyle ef al, 1988:

S2EZIE|X| K| 498 45 (20211 8Y) 47
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Xl%ﬂ*}:“"u TYEH(WTP median)& F2H92 AAE] T+ Table 39] Alg 240 et JAE H=(10%) 7¥3 5
)0

& 4Bt P

al, 2016).

- TR M FIRAA R sfef 5

WTPmedian = f FU(AU)dB -

0

=/0 [1—F77(Av)dB]=M

— 00

Aoz o] Aok Ht(WTP truncated)> 2]
AANEE AEi g PAS Sa AR

4l Al AXF (Max B) 74 9] 8

WTP,

truncated

gl

Maz.B
= f Fip(Av)dB
0

1+exp(a)

1+exp(a+3,Mazx.B)

4. A=A CAfe

AFAL AT A ASEFIAS o184 TR

How /‘FE’LEIOHEP_ : %ﬂ%‘fﬁ—’?i

A, Aol g 42e, AN

F gl olFgRaey 9% 189

Table 3. Description of design element

|2
(0) Lol Mg S
g JEste] ALtkaiH,
ol 9] 215 o] &3t A4 & AUrHLee and Mielde, 2017).

F4H Z 2Rgo g FASYL, AEA tg AFE EAA5
% ETAHAOZA ol 9] A& o] 83 FATTHPark ef Cronbach ¥3zke] 08142 AAlo] &= 7)10

HU
L
k)
o
o

o184 714 F4 aww e o
=

st Oﬂ%oﬂﬂi AAgE AEZAL A3, AAF o
JE-2)AL o] 4118%E 7FE =93, Hyun ef a/(2020)3
z7% 7}7<1714H*<CVM)° ol 48 FYTd Tt AR
B7H] FAolA AAs @%JVH A A7HA (1,000€,
2,500, 50009 J 10,0009, 15,0009 <] F43te] 50004 01H,
JE-2)A} BHEo] 857%¢2 HE AEsle] B dAolMe AF
SHFY o84 7HA o] Uk AEAL AAFAE 50009
02 AR ole AFEFTY ol 2AEo] 295
e FHEFEY A 500093 U3 FAYol wh} B

N

P

A

N

QoA Saat e AEEFEA 0188 /G 74

F e 9% AR ANFYCE AR BRI A
25 = AN 24T A gE ARS FPRAY AP Feegon,
g S SHA ol A HE e el (Y)-6l(Y), "el(Y)-oRI 2N,

o] N)-e(Y), oR (NI NSl U] A4 e
TS Y ol A ek s, A AN B SHIA 3 A o ARL
o T AYINE ZAE a9 S A9l 7158 B AT 92
o)A} AAG] oJFFS

2 FAade] da4E =Y & UtHPark ef al, 2018).

Classification Design element Description
Waterfront landscape Waterfront landscape The value of the landscape around the waterfront/amenity level/aesthetic value
Openspaces Green infra Green area around plants and grass & amenity of square and walk space.
pensp Squarea & outdoor stage Outdoor stage that can hold an opening, award ceremony and festival
Landscape
elements . . . . The facilities for spectator that can focus on watching game and check ranking
Quality of viewing space | Quality of viewing space easily. Especially, th distance between water front and water surface
Rest facilities Pergola, bench Various static facilities for park visitors to rest. In particular, facilities that provide
shade and rest
Facilities that improve the convenience of park use using the 4th industrial
Tourism Smart facilities Street lamp, AR/VR revolution technology
Tesources
Convenience facilities Convenience facilities Convenience space and facilities for eating snack, resting around the park
Transport il ; ; ; 10
Accessibilty Accessibility Agcg%lbﬂlty of public transportation(bus, brt, etc.) level in downtown walkability
Pedestrian within th waterfront

48 SIEX7sHE|R| M| 49 45 (2021 8Y)
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AE7Fs 29 AAd 93k F+ AF 240 gk AEX Table 4. Demographic characteristics of respondents(/AV=105)
= 71& BE3xig 9 AMsied A7} RS EF Z 7
= /1€ TR B Y7o ATt dEe w27 Classification Frequency Rate(%)
9 A#L L, WA, HEA F I ZokE EREL o v o oy
- (5] .J0
Al AR, T B okl 5o HAFZY Ak FA Gender
N, 2TiEAY, BONY, 35 % BT 59 W2 e - o
X = = =] = 5 i 5
EL Awsc A2e AFTFFAE ol geke YA Resdence Seng ety ” il
S Ao g 2020 4L~TYE7F AEZAE AN, FAF Other cities 33 3143
W SEAA £ A1) AA 9 54, WES AYs & 10s to 20s 21 20.00
A7N71QA 02 SHEehe WHOE gHglon, F 10557t 30s 15 1429
50s 19 18.10
V. 2aFHZAN Moer than 60s 4 380
Student 9 857
1. SEXe &Y
Official 1 1048
AEZAL SEALo] ALSAA A EAL Table 49 2201, & Job Public institution worker 45 42.85
Tk A A 647 (61.0%), <14 4178(39.0%), AFAIA] Profession 19 1810
= AIFA AFAF 729 (686%), 1 € A9 A2} 339(31.4%), Fic 91 20,00

A= 100 ~200h 217(20.0%), 30t 157 (14.3%), 40t 4673

(438%), 50t 199 (18.1%), 60 o]’ 47(38%) 2.2 FA= A (Y)-ol2(N)'= 38%(36.19%). ‘oFJS(N)-el(Y)'= 359
2P, U FAEA @I Table 5 o) Vs, (3856%), ‘SR I2UN)- PN A28 22 YA

A, o] 8A 7HAe tigk S FEo] e X EJALA S o
2. =2 Arml (Y)-el(Y)'e) A%= 10,000%, o (Y)-o] £.(N)"E 50009

PR (N)-4l(Y) & 2500908 F4 4 glom, 5000¢

Ho 3=
1) AL} S5 3k AEAPE 7 A deldth

AE2Ts 4-4 ]84 7HE SA3l7] 913 AIAEH (5,000
el thgh olFFHATE Y Aol e SHZIE Table 674 9) 2ARE =AY
2 A %‘3’1} 1057 Z "el(Y)-el(Y)'= 8%(7.62%), "¢l HZE5229] o]4A 714 2AL 23 ZARA] B4

Table 5. Basic statistics of variables(/V=105)

Variable M SD Minimum Maximum Remark
Gender 1.38 049 1 2 1=Male, 2=Female
Residence 1.29 0.46 1 2 1=Sejong city, 2= Other cities

1=10s to 20s, 2=30s, 3=40s, 4=50s,

Age 2.68 112 1 5 5=More than 60s

1=Student, 2=0fficial, 3=Public institution worker,

Job 322 121 1 5 P

Table 6. Respondence resulted in present money

Respondence
Present YY(10,000) YN(5,000) NY (2,500) NN(0)
money (won)
Frequency Rate(%) Frequency Rate(%) Frequency Rate(%) Frequency Rate(%)
5,000 8 7.62 38 36.19 35 33.33 24 22.86

SI2xZs5(X| A 492 45 (20214 8Y) 49
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H BEYE Table 7 2ot A&oitel e =ARE S 34 F7hitE 2S gt AFAE pliheld BAHSE

3l7] Slsted SHAE] ALE - AAA MFES Eotete] 4 AatAl BHUL, AFTAIN AFEFF o84 7HA EHL

S BAR Y] FEHFE A B TS el 0, 1 AeoiPt wthe Ae drsi, A7 ploldA FA4 L

ofm, & Y& vE AR He Aguse Al 2 oA deh dge] woldaE ARt Sk

Algd, AFA, 48, 4902 A4signh & A7 HFE AL ofmgh

P2 A T SAHCE §AF vt sl 74 AF2rad B9 o184 7Hd tidh A&itmd

Spites & 373 A3} 8597U(WTP overall mean) &2 YO H,
RAFE] AA FtolAly Fh 199982 F-2l2-E0] 0062 WTP mean3} WTP truncated mean gt S454 T AA

2 Ui SHugrt S5 Aeked A44SR & Goll we} o] FaAthollA Fodth, 04 HehgA7HA] 2

ou|gk Ao 2 yepidtt & Aol FHRY A%E 4 ske Zlelle A7) e Alor FAHn

= 9131 Cox & Snell, Negelkerke, Hosmer & Lemeshow 7 AEAT, AAFYe] B E AT EoRE 4

A Arsiien, By drEs ofnlshs Cox & Snell#t A7F vebdel wteh ojel] e ASS F7H SR 6]

Negelkerke R2%H2 247+ 345, 5192 Ueht &M 2k KISS(gH=at=4g 1), RISS(g&A+41), DBPIA(FElvt]
.]

345%~51.9%7t Rl sl AHEE A0E eyt A o) & el ‘EAFY, ZARNAFH S NYER 5
HEEH 71U ZolE AAsl= Hosmer & Lemeshow o A LAY TAFY] 7S (Kim, 2007) 3 22
teste pgkel 0.05 olFolojof AAF} BFol| eJgt o F3to] ERFAUS ol &3 AEA TYFLY AAA A7t
T2 Gri(Agsith = A dvshkst p=.00622 Yeht (Park and Park, 2004)9l thgt A9} olef] st vlw AE7}t
Bgo] A B A0 tehdth A% BYe AYEE /KT 5+ IS BAFY o9l Beld 37, By B
-2 Log Likelhoodst 2 ) o3 g2 AES 5 ol 7 A 455 ZAWASYHCVME 249
w2H(Lee, 2005) %41 A3} -2 Log Likelihood= 623497, A% A7l el F7H4 =2 743}e] Table 83 2] Aelalirt.
AL g Aol AAZ AL G Ao BRE 39 49 D BATLH AT, £54 5 wgdew
A Bershs B ol5e e 819%E dedTh AF  FRET A543 EF ol BAZLT 55 AF 59
E5g9e) o4 sHAol tg AgNTAel JFL vlA F7o) ETE A0 vepdk ZAWIASHPEE BE
€ UFEE BUR A% Th 9T FANTAATA G ISRLIIY FEE AgeiI, SYUS 3 A
Hito] BAHOE FelahAl vk B Aqke] Aok wAET Qlou), fE 35 W A
AAEd e pl0ldM BARCE FosiA Yege AFd(bid)o] FL3t Aoz ZAEIE AAIFH 9] M
™, AE25a9e ol&4 7o tdt AEAL 290] =& Aol A ATA A, AT =524 5ol weh &folzt
TE A H moAlE AL ofnstet, 5459 (5,000 Us 2102 AlRETY A3 AE 35 T A9k o4 A
el st o]TFEAdY A7l wE SH Ao mE A ol s vlEAlgdol By FAXL BA HAsH= A
o7 FAHL 97|14 Exp(B)= $4H](odd ratio) & ©]v3] o2 YegoH, TAFd &+ B A7 Uil AssTy
™, AA g o] 174 S7FE A& Ak= Exp(0.001) =14} AL AR FAR G} vl dFsh= Ao R et
Table 7. Logit model estimation result
Variable Coeff. SE. Wald df P-value Exp(B)
Bid(B) 0.001 0.000 8810 1 0.003 1.001
Residence 2062 0916 5.066 1 0,024 7863
Age 1.240 0.383 10.496 1 0.001 3454
a -8597 2495 11.878 1 0.001 0.000
N=105, Model : x> =39.408, dr=3, X.000 Cox & Snell R? : 345, Nagelkerke R* : 519
Hosmer & lemeshow test : .006 % of right prediction : 84.9%
-2 Log likelihood : 62.349" WTP median(-a/B) : 8597

Note: @:-(a/B), b: B4 FAFko] 00012t ZA M7= o] ALt wHES 7oA FE3E

50 sH=2xzsis(x| | 49H 45 (2021 8%)
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Table 8. Factor analysis for correlation differences of Bid & WTP

Classification Hyun ef a/(2020) Park et a(2016) Kang et al(2011) Kim(2007) Lee(2021)
Park t Non-urban park Non-urban park Non-urban park Urban park Urban park
e (natural park) (natural park) (Arboretum) (cultural park) (cultural park)
Bid & WTP - - - - +
Waterfronts Not included Not included Not included Included Included
CVM type Double nutrient selection | Double nutrient selection | Double nutrient selection | Double nutrient selection | Double nutrient selection
Significant variable 3 4 3 (edu level, bid, S
g (bid, age, pros and cons) | (bid, inc, cont, cons) (env edu, bid, inc) IR (bid, residence, age)
satisfaction)
Distance from the city(km) 1047 2.83 1.84 163 0.25
Note 1; AAFAZG ABAL Il & AAFYC] FoldFE ABATL Yol Zi?_ +E AANFY 0] ElAFE AEAPL oA S 9nE

EAste] oAz

Note 2:

of the tour reservation system.

Note 3: 599 &/e A

TEW, =AY 3 54 T #d

29 ZA%NA BAAFAAL JaANZ HeAAS
env = environment, edu = education, cont = degree of contentment, inc = income, cons = effort about environment conservation, pros and cons

g9 e} TGS,

HHX I}k 10| O|x|= HE 94
3 1= 71l 280 0x1= A= Table 9. Influence analysis of 7 design element
1) %%Hai og r‘%]:a'i 4 Design element N Influence
AERAE B AL ATETEde o8 T 1. Waterfront landscape 105 716
et A g AR vAE Y T THE T FHEd
2. Green area & openspaces 105 6.46
o] 71622 7P =/ vEhten, 54 2 337 646, HOAA - : :
6,00, A7 597 HAHA 586 ABFEAA 560, FAAA 3. ConvAemence.facAﬂmes 105 6.09
562 ‘Fi Table 99}_ 7]_01 H/HE]O} ]_g_;ﬁl ]_-]oﬂ EH?J' %Ql,q 4. Quahty of VieEwIng 105 597
AAN FEAZo) /1A 2 G mAE AoE Yehdth 5. Accessibility 105 5.86
6. Smart facilities 105 5.69
2) o]%%] ]/gv‘:': % 1-_,,]_ A]Q o og 63:?;1 7. Rest facilities 105 5.62
ATZAR] AT (5,0009) ol thet o] FFE s 2T
o SH EE(YY(10,0004), YN(5,0009), NY(25009), 2 Ueisith Agead SEHRE mE g3 Hat zjol
NN(09))) Alg 249 8% ¥4 A= Table 99} o] ¥ o thek Fo/dS As] sl LA EaAS Al
Meglom Ag i el gito] St FIUE o] A, 19 SEHAES TEHUFE AAs Y AgS
7F e ALE Jegth A 2 3] 749 YY(10,000€) A SHHSE FAS A3E Table 10, 113} 2o, AntE
£ 7.86, YN(5,00090)2 7.33, NY(2,500%)% 6.77, NN(09) & AldE ALAEE 6709 Alg 27t SHEE whE W]
41085 Yty #HOAAY A% YY(10,0004) & 841, ogtEo] pl 62 e SHAF e AgLs gk A
YN(5,0009)-2 658, NY(2,500%)-'E 594, NN(09)2 530 o7} ]38t Akl 7} LERiTH
Table 10. Influence analysis by design element
Influence
Classification . .
Waterfront Green area & Rest areas anhty of Convlepllence Accessibility Smart facilities
landscape openspaces viewing facilities
M(mean) 716 6.46 562 597 6.09 5.86 569
Y'Y (10,000) 8.00 7.86 757 757 841 757 6.43
YN(5,000) 8.09 733 6.24 6.97 6.58 6.70 6.27
NY(2,500) 748 6.77 552 571 594 584 542
NN(0) 5.60 410 4.30 4.60 530 390 5.70

SR XZEk|X| M| 49 452021 8Y) 51
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Table 11. ANOVA result of design element

Variable Value M2 F pvalue
Waterfront landscape 13552 45174 8.796 000
Green area & openspaces 14789 49.298 8.549 000
Rest areas 79.66 26.555 3.613 016
Quality of viewing 111.24 37414 6.732 .000
Convenience facilities 66.76 22.253 3.309 024
Accessibility 114.90 38.299 5.604 001
Smart facilities 29.34 9.779 1634 187
V. Z= Mok wty @ 4 g
AR, AF2FEde] o84 7l tha A E2jar 24l
B aTE AZEEANA JUdzee) JUAGel AEE AL AY 220 AR AE Fpghe FudHe) 1Y B
QS AR T AAsIe] D] 7HH] Ao FeES v Al versten, AEeakze 10,0009 (YY-5H) AT HeJAl
LW TRy, 2ARES Bed AAA S 24 Aol P B ity ARAE 5009 (YN $8) 3
Sgom, AqRINe] AR vAE ARLAE EEAGE  250ANYSTOINE Pzl /1 A ek, W
dl, 1 282> o3t 2 So| FHFE o8-8k A g AAH 75 7P A
ot s THSE A0 B 4 Qnk w8k Suaau(YY, YN, NY)

WA, AZE5TAL 01§8 Mol e A%
52 BNE A% AEEFTY WEA 2137

2 3wy RERER
A SAAE AFA, Qege] o] §4 740 that ARSIl
o §roI8 S vERlT ol AFA) AT Aol
L ] ASfol ATSE Al AR 2L Al
452 ARV Eokinke 23S vehom, AAFY
WEE RO 9 dehhglsd, ANTe) £942 A

BNV} ol A%E debnk AN A5, B
o) AaeTol el Aol AN o] FoldsE ARt
e E R B E 5491%1 o) & ¢lpe]

HE ANEAE ‘324:“’“"?— getef o

A, olTdeAdy A $H AHE A4 /HeR
Hglele] 2ARYOREH E&H A5E S ATISF
T o] &4 7R R 19 7]F oF 859790 Z Vel
th ol FAl A g9 ZER spkEy 9o 20219
HE 500099 QAR MESEAT} A7) AR} 50009
ol AA %WM%E} Eot AEsgade o83 7Hx e
et AE APt B B & glow, 20193 NFE AFEs
+de F 2 o 43“PU§ THA AFEFT oA Az
AslE o] &4 7K ¢ 37y Yo g FAH ek Hyun ef
al(2020)l whE I ekt 190g AEAFA

6,695 A3kt A0 R TA|ZYo] FHIYRT A3

52 si2xzss(x| N 49H 45 (2021 8%)
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