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Abstract

As market condition goes downhill due to real estate recession recently, urban
redevelopment projects have not been underway smoothly. In recent years, release of district
based on agreement of residents is on the rise around some areas. Without special measures,
there's a high probability of socio-economic losses to entire city of Incheon. At this point, we
analyzed the operational characteristics of urban redevelopment projects cost in Incheon
renewal district which have not been investigated yet. Average cost of urban redevelopment
projects in 112 districts of Incheon are about 2.9 billion won per each, but there is a
deviation in costs from area to area. This is the comprehensive result of each factors,
characteristics projects situation, delay of project progress, and cost management of
promotion committee and union, etc. Among the stage of projects, half of the total projects
cost was spent during ‘establishment of Association ~ authorization for project implementation’
stage. Project cost has been increased significantly after establishment of union. Considering
that spending is increased after establishment of union, there will be limitation to public
subsidy policies of committee period. Although urban redevelopment projects cost are actively
discussed and studied these days, It's hard to find the exit plan in urban redevelopment
projects. The public should continue to make multilateral efforts to resolve problems through
searching investigation and understanding of current situation.
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Table 2. Items for Analysis of Projects Cost

£ g5 74
Classification Item
2YH| A &

Service Costs  |Design Cost, etc.
QIZiH|, 2FH|, AFR AU,
22 24|18

Maintenance Costs|Labor Cost, Operational Cost,

Rent, General Meeting Cost
HH 9 RS |FHOITH|, AdR2EHE &
Compensation |Relocation Expenses, Allotted

Costs and Charges|Charges

A2, Zale], =

Construction Expenses,

Supervision Coss, Removal Cost

O|XHO|Z=H], tHH=)

Interest(Relocation Expenses,
Rental)

SAH
Construction Costs

=888
Financial Charges
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Table 3. Distribution of Urban Renewal Districts in Incheon

=17 Total 90 28 10 17 145
= (%) (62.1) (19.3) (6.9) (11.7) (100.0)
S Jung-gu 6 1 - 5 12
S Dong-gu 7 2 5 3 17
7 Nam-gu 23 5 1 7 36
A=t Yeonsu-gu 1 1 - - 2
ES7  Namdong-gu 8 2 2 12
HFEHF  Bupyeong-gu 33 8 2 2 45
A Gyeyang-gu 5 5 - - 10
M7 Seo-gu 7 4 - - 11

EX: QEYAN FYEEHT BEALE
Source: http://renewal.incheon.go.kr

2013.06

2010 7| 272
2010 Genaral Plan

2020 7|2 A=
2020 Genaral Plan

08 4. QIHA| HH|(O|H) TS BI3}2013.6)
Fig. 4. Change of Urban Renewal Districts in
Incheon
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Table 4. Comparison of the Projects Cost by
Type(1,000,000won)

~
B 100 [299,412.8| 1100 |16,093.0| 2,994.1
Total
ZEH XN 7HEr
FEML 82 |270,3187| 1740 [16,093.0| 3,296.6
Redevelopment
X E] x 7.{’:
e H““. 18 |29,094.1 | 1100 |8,5549 |1,6163
Reconstruction

T TN 1007) 7S Cheoz ZARSH 2Dt
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

0] 100me 2497t QOT FFENR|ZREH2 0Tt
ol His) &g XNE AR27F A LEKTE A
AFCZ AHIES FHE 0] 245 A& #1
7t 2 deke HIlon, UAgEYHE-AsaH
A) Hlg AErk ks AR Hohs Aol
A, it Hohs & FolA A LERTh

B 5 THG FHIAIH] B[ (T 2/100m)
Table 5. Comparison of the Projects Cost per Unit
Area(1,000,000won/100m’)

- 0.2 212 49 44
TR |t
District LS 02 | 212 | 48 | 42
i Regtevelop-inrnt
EHXf| 7
TEHAS 06 | 167 | 61 | 54
Reconstruction
A
B Total 0.1 9.2 19 18
{:I_ |_X‘l =E|
xH7 =13
Total Floor T+ /NS 01 | 92 | 20 | 18
dres Reievelop{n;snt
ERXH 7
FEMAS 02 | 67 | 24 | 22
Reconstruction

A 10078 POig oz AR Auty
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

S, AlY F7IRME Fulee BxE AmE
W, gHl79e 20069 712AE S 200899
FHY AEAEE dFE E71 20 nloly
ALt FEL T olF ~ SRIZRIQ] FHE AR

FR B2E AEH, FL71% 5 ~ 7EQ1
Aol TIHTTO%E =2 HIES HACHS),

Al FRIZES ZRQPL A AFg 71Ee
2 3510 B 609 At £AQ% Zoz moly]
AUt ARFEHREE FEPILAIYGO] 61HCE,
FEIASAIA(G6E) HOh ORF ZA LERtOH,
TFOE gFEEAR: FEASAIE0A)0IA A
HoE & geg HAUCHS.

E 6 AYRYY FT7|2t blm(H)
Table 6. Comparison of the Period of the
Projects by Project Type(years)

 apet oa | 7% | FTIIZ Period of Projects
B RY o[ HE | 0 | B |mwn
_foject VBe ipigict| Mn | Mex | Ae | sD
A
100 | 30 | 120 | 60 15
Total
ZERKN 7} et
TN 82 | 30 | 120 | 61 14
Redevelopment
ZENRH A=
FEMAS | 18 | 30 | 100 | s6 20
Reconstruction

7 A 1007) 7Stz mARBH 2ty
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

2) A

Aol wet BHlTeg AEAGET, U &
P, SRAGFT, 95, BRART, BgT,
ALT) SO FHEolo] AWEQJTE AT H
e ZRHo] B 624392n2 71E Hal, BR
HOl 59437.1nd, FLEAAO] 56,157.3nf SOZ 1}
AERACE A FVIRES AAH0] Bt 654
o7, ERAGTYH), sRAG8d Hal 71 AS
Z oSl 7’ ks BREAE0] 15H0F F
CAIAQ4Y), SRA03YE) K} 3A LERITH

SHEAT SRAY 719d By AESHIg2 74
3396040 91, 32325d7t AOT  ATAIA
(2,500.0e ol Hish XEFE7H TA LIRS
o, 79 A& Hik= BRANA dtiFoz 3

si% bl

ZEAE | 173
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Table 7. Comparison of the Period of the
Projects by Zone(years)

T=o] [E21712 Period of Projects
#of | HA | A | g |EEmA
Distict| Min_| Max | Ave | SD__
100 | 30 [ 120 | 60 | 15
el=yA
Original Downtown 35 | 40 | 120 | 65 | 14
=53
Eastern Zone 11 | 30 | 80 | 58 | 13
S5
Northern Zone 54 | 30 | 100 | 57 15

= TH| 10071 1o oz ZAR ATt

Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

Al UEHATE ATald@olA AlRlo] SHAIAE 2
7t B, 1 AukE AlZRES AN AKY
HI& A& 27} 2A UERt Z10% St

B8 MY AIYH 2 Bl )
Table 8. Comparison of the Projects Cost by

Zone(1,000,000won)

. oy 29 HH|ALH| Projects Cost
U e O B T
Classification District|  Min . e SD.

=~
T 100 | 110.0 |16,093.0|2,994.1 [2,649.6
Total
A=
Original 35 | 174.0 | 7,837.0 |2,500.0|2,071.3
Downtown
S22
11 [1,439.2|8372.0 |3,396.0|2,372.3
Eastern Zone
S8 54 | 110.0 |16,093.0|3,232.5(2,970.8
Northern Zone ’ R R

= TN 10070 TS tHYo2 ZARSH At
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

V. FHAHH] 28HEf 24
EEEEEE

1) 94|

5o] AN THEEE RS FHRIY

174 | (ADUS=E-=AA =22

= AN - AHASAKGol siEsh= 1007 7s
oz TGN F 9= AHERRIASAIY A
glof Qo] AMRENH Ak oRE ZAIS WEO
L} 899 AMRgEl= FHAIRRESEEY 3
HAE +88Y, Julal AFEA 59 2 8Y
1t 84 AR 849 ANARE &7 Felslrt

FHIAIYGS £ 8901 AFLEA, BHAIGER
), FHIAE 48 § I 8Ye o= Al
HE Qe £3 T ARREARSAL7IA, ZH
ARIRETEE REEMAZR], J2]3 ZHIAIES
Yo FHITYRE JAG7IRZ 89 APRIS
AEsk= A0] BIREOR LERITH

1007) Aul7Ye oz 89d A oRE
ATHEE, SHANGQEEIEE 97.0%07H 79,
BHIAE $82 82.0%@6270 7)), 2]l ASA
A= 940%O) F9)9] AES Hoj tIRE9)
TeolA 8YARCH Aks MEst ZOZ LIER:
T} ARIGEERE FERASAIIS AuAg +
HEHO] 556%(107] T OF A<Skgo] U2 A
£ AoshlE oRE w2 A%ES Rt 1
ol FekEr}, REXAL BSHIRAL 2887} &
£ 20~50% =9 AYER FQ 890 Hleh &
A UERECH, MRIAEYn HEAAEYe
50~60% 0] AkES HAUCL
ohH, 89 njAI9F 9] AlY TdHA 2
& AWEW F 107 Zth 8Y90] nAekE +#
e Agrt Al 27e0l mEY Utk
AFEA= nAS 6 79 2571 T2 B
HAIGEESRE 3 & 20 790 TR,
FRQTY TAo] sigsint 89 Akl Y
FAl 2 792 URE AlY XA 7Fsdo] &2
Toojet & 4= QJArh,

g9H] & 8o digdshs FrAgRER
21891 BHIAE +E8Y, J=la AFEAEY
S ONoE AdZdn A& sge mlofelrt
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Table 9. Comparison of the Contract Rate by Service Type

T [ FEnEAe
. Redevelopment

B0 | T | AAE%)

nr  #of | Contract
ate District Rate
SHAIEEEE Project Consulting 97 97.0 80 976
HH|A= =& Project Plan 82 82.0 72 87.8
=47 2 Design % 94.0 79 9.3
TRHEAE 22 Disposal Plan 9 9.0 8 9.8
AeHHt Influence Valuation 57 57.0 49 59.8
X|EZ=AYEZF  Geological Survey/Measurement 41 410 34 415
=2 ZEAL Cultural Assets Investigation 20 200 19 232
P A= Appraisal and Assessment 27 27.0 23 28.0
MIF2AIES Tax Accounting 56 56.0 45 54.9
HoA=2AEY Contingent Fee 43 430 32 39.0

7 HA| 10074 T1oiE TR AR Zite

Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts
894 HIgO| XEE FYe SHOE AmEY,
AP ESE] 89Hl= B« 101808 &,

H 10, 8% 0|79 70| Al TIHE
Table 10. Project Progression Stage of the
Service Non-contract Districts

e (e
ARl TR e
P@e‘i |Consulting]
progression stage |ois |G T
. #0f i % |#of i B | #of: B
' . ‘ District: | District District
A
3 1000/ 18 :100.0f; 6 :100.0
Total
e
District Designation ol it U i Tl
A X|O|1A]
FUATE | 333 4 22| 2 33
Committee Composition
ES SRR
Association Establishment ol B e R L
NENETIR
Authorization for 1 i333| 5 278 0 {00
Project Implementation

= TH 1007§ TS CeoR AR At
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

HIAE +EERH|= 42264 9, AFEAM=
882.14T A =, FHAIRIEEHE|L AFEA
89H| A& #7t & ACE morFACHe).(&F
11ER)

2) oIz

QA= ARIFRE QI8 =R B TN
A 2go] Qs AYHIE sigsihy Q1A ]
= ¥u 320990 0] XEE 20 LEIRIOH,
FEEZE FEHRPNEAIRIO] 34640 o=, F
EIRIIZAIY (26669 @) KO A& 7R7F A
LIERSATRO).

QA RETHEE AlY Z-EALE ARFRIA o
B S0 met A e o Aok 7 Z=AL

~

21}, o] FHolkE GHIARGO0l AA=AL
SHE o7 A NEHX] @2 2oz ujof
=
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Table 11. Comparison of the Service Cost by Project Type(million won)

o

HH| Total 380 [63040|10180| 300 |[1156.0| 4226 | 350 |34730| 8821
TEIXH7HE Redevelopment 380 |63040|10626| 300 |1156.0| 4461 | 350 | 34730 | 9001
Z=EHXY4Z Reconstruction 650 |19876| 6278 | 333 | 5253 | 2490 | 700 | 14790 | 7481

ZF TN 1007] 122 CheoR AR At
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

B 12 MERYE Q| Hjm(Hot )
Table 12. Comparison of the Labor Cost by
Project Type(million won)

SR, AFRA QTiE 68598 §(19.6%), SIOJH]
492008 1(14.1%), =5 9 A 41.29H &
(11.8%), TH2d] 41.690F §1(144%)0] =2 HAULCL

H[E Cost
A A P
AP | o | bt | e | so  E 13 AQREY 29 sims g
A N Table 13. Comparison of the Operational Cost
6.0 | 9180 | 3299 187.2 . e
Total by Project Type(million won)
ZE =]
FEMNL | o4 | 7460 | 3464 | 1676
Redevelopment
xE 7=
FEMAZ | 60 | o180 | 2666 | 2383
Reconstruction =
= A 1007 7S HYOR FARE Zmte Tots] 330 [ 20900 | 4194 | 4016
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts ESTpUpITT
- 330 |20900 | 4566 | 4110
Redevelopment
zEHxHax
3) %H| Reconstruction | 380 | 10800 | 2423 | 2946

AldREE 2 AE (EE Hus A
I 130 ZTh A= FA "o 419440
HoH, KFEREE FERIZiLAII0] 45668 A
OF FEIAZAIY (242,308 ol HIsH K&
27} & AeZ LRI

3 4= 79Y 20 ARSEE A& 9H|
£ Jost WEOZ, gloH], maH]|, BH|, $58%
4 AlE, ARRA s 89 AREE0] 28T
Atk o7lojk= = XEHIE Tieto] 7ksSt
THRRE FHOE AuE deloiRitt. AA 41
NREE 7120 71 52 HiES HO g5
ZAU'E, oY B 155490 A445%E AR

176 | (AU E-TA|IA LSt

A 10070 72 Cieez Tkt Znty
Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

4) B2H|IE

HA 10070 79 Jhed S3Hig2o] AEH
7oe & 6UIZ FA FHIFY9 61.0%E AHA
Sl fEEZE FERPILAIGO] 62.2%(B17H)
2, FHPASAIAGE6%, 1070 7o) Ho} 52
HEgs H3rh

97t NEE 1Yo F9] MERG= Bt 48
S(YAIES] 2EhHZE, ) 1197HK] AMEE ERE
TELCR, 1Y E3| AFHISS it 2554



QIHA| HH|(OF)7H ArdH| 2859 &4

H 14 AIREE 2 THM 2)

Table 14. Composition of the Operational Cost by Project Type(million won)

[ w==ME

ting E . Fee/Tax
A 349.1 492 349 1554 412
Total (100.0) (14.1) (10.0) (44.5) (11.8) (19.6)
ZREH X 7H 3745 54.1 36.1 163.1 432 781
Redevelopment (100.0) (14.4) (9.6) (43.5) (11.5) (20.9)
TENRYAE 229.1 26.0 293 119.2 317 229
Reconstruction (100.0) (11.4) (12.8) (52.0) (13.8) (10.0)

F oq| Maey mief| Jhse 6374 7o BRKY

Note: It is the average of 63 districts that can identify the expenditure composition of operational cost

ot oz Fo) 2,0833HT YK AEEHE 5
o HIPF IA et &8 159 HIg2
Byt 70.02¢ HojH, FERIZRLAIGo] 78,08
9 FEIRjAZAI0] 25490 QIOF njOFE|QICE

S, RTANE EdbigolE S9A dATE =8
gt 0S HIg 50| ZgElo] QIrk 0S HIgo] et
H 207 Foig AmREH, 53] 189 B 0S Al
EHEe 26~17639T oz FoH Pt I
Al VERTE 2070 7199 B39 158 HI8L 61.2
Hub 9 0S HIES 34340t FoZ 0S HIO]
At 0)4(56.1%)2 AKIGIACH, 0S HIE HIE0]
ES5E 59 /MEHIg0] A FVske HEHSR
LIER} HIg Z719] F Q0101 ZoF ujotg|Qlrt.

E 15 Ages =35| J4x 9 8ot

Table 15. General Meeting Cost by Project Type
(million won)

61 | 610 | 87 [2,0833|2554
Total
ZEH (=13
N 51 622 | 87 [20833|2824
Redevelopment
=ENTH A 2=
FEMAS | 10 s56 | 144 | 2000 | 1308
Reconstruction
o 7 2 U5= = Rt 20y

Note: This results from the investigation of 100 districts

(million won)
350 -

297.6

300

250

200 -

150 +

Max Mn  Ae
Feam

Redevelopment

Mn
el RY21
Reconstruction

ag 5 F9YE E3 1=/9 Ji%/H|E Bl
Fig. 5. Comparison of the General Meeting Cost

per Case

= Z3H|80| XSE 377 79 FAKEY
Note: This results from 37 districts that were identified the
expenditure
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AFIFFollA9] 0S HIE K]
E715t Ze=2 EOJ€rt. o
= O G900 Hish d95 & 7Fsdol =2
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NASHNEAIRE Bhos 100 Tolo] &
29 BAATE SEG, 79 X 7wl ©
2 o} Q= Zom BAEL AR XIE

ol wet AR ZHE 1070 9] gEd H
g A&EEs Hust 21, g7 AIER 7Ie
Z}Zb 561} 44907 7|17 Rop7F 19 YA
Eeiltt. J8uU AE 27t & F¥e ER
ZEAR O|ZEZIA AlYo] TgdH dHhHol, K&
TE7F A2 YL UIGEEHE-ZDE st 9
N 7ol EF PAAE H FRLATARZR AR
go] oJ9Jx] e Zloz motERir

S3lH|

12 6. X[ ASI9) 1070 olo| 3= k| Hlm
Fig. 6. Comparison of the Expenditure Ratio
of the Upper - Lower Rank Districts

F - okl 1071 e EAR 2oty
Note: This results from 10 districts of each upper - lower
rank district

NE 77t 2 A9 107 7oe 897t A
A9 79.0%2 =2 HIEES Ao, 1HERE
589~88.8%2 HEE HRJCL olo HEl, XNE
271 A2 519 1070 792 tiRES] HIgo] ¥
H|(67.5%) A0 TEE 0] UACE

178 | (WHEEE-cAA e

2 NS 2y

FHAIGH] 28BS AlY FUEAR ot
of AIEE AIGHIE Hlnl BAGIICE AlY Fad
A BHoME Fo & B deVHERE TIE
OF TAl AHAIE 4HAZ S0 TAE X
€ HIgS HuEUTE o7jojie TAE mlofo]

7¥stl 6371 #99 NREEE AldH] 28 A
£ WISIACES).

1) A 1EA (YR E~F TR FY)

I9AIQl ‘FARE~FLQH'0] T8 ¢
gt 57299t ¥ £FOT LERML 897t
71.0%(407.04T HE XFXSIR oM, Q14 10.7%
(61.2440F 91), 23H] 8.7%(49.94T Q) EIH|E
7.3%@LTHEE 9), AT 2.3%(13.047H ¢) 59
&g B

(million won)
4500

4000 -
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2500 +
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1500 +
1000 men
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0

M Min | s
FEI
Redevelopment

M
FEHRAE

Reconstruction

a3 7. 19 7E AYHE H@

Fig. 7. Comparison of the Projects Average
Cost (Stage 1)

AIREE B HI82 FERZILAIIO] 641.9
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d $£EOE F9H HAP & AoZ AL

SHH, HE(FYHY W AZHHE) JE0=Z 1
HAS] 7Y AIHIE ATHEE, AR O 9
HAY 1034 ¥, AFEHEAY 02247 |9
NES HACh FERASARo] 29HEEY 115
HiOE Q1 AFOIHAL 02680 AS RES AO
2 FlelElo] FEIRIZREAIO] His] HEY =Q
TE7} =2 ZOZ LIERIT

B 16, 1CHA HXG AYH|E djw(#ot )
Table 16. Comparison of the Projects Cost
per Unit Area(Stage 1)(million won)

A
Total
e
Redevelopment
BT
Reconstruction

6.35 | 0.02 2.82

240|019 0.96

2) AP 2EHA(FTIRTE ~ D dE

Al 2EAIRl FRRY ~ REAY s
£ 607 7oz, T 819.29uF & XESH0] 1
CAI (572,998 ol Hish S71st ZO0F 1ok @l
L} NRE=E2E 897 66.8%(547.190F 2)
2 7 =2 HEE2 AKoIem, EIHI7L
11.6%(95.34T ), QIAHIZ} 10.3%(84. 79T ),
27t 9.1%(76.84T ) S9| HIES HACh

FEEE AEEH F9Y B HIES FERIA
HIAIRIO] 886.08RF FOZ REPRHASZAN (398.61
o @) Hroh 127 IA UERATE FEIRIZIEARY
£ 150 visl Hlgo] 7oL, FEiiAS
AlJolME RIE w27 O Zdasiict 1ThA9
o] g9ut 71 =2 HIBZE HIoU, FRe

Che Z4Asiict

(milfion won)
6,000

5.1180

5000 -

4000 -

Fanyy

Redevelopment
a8 8 2G| 719 AYH|E Hjn
Fig. 8. Comparison of the Projects

Average Cost (Stage 2)

TR

Reconstruction

2etA0lA10] HAE100nd) HHAIGHIE Ay
W, FOERY diloiis FERiEAIo] 154
ot YoZ, FEIAZAIG(Lo2AT ) BT} =
A LERLOLL, AFHHEFOZE FEjASFAIYO]
0514TE YO, FFERRIZ AL (0.43HTH ) HTh
=A LEKITE

B 17. 20 BNE AH|E B (M0 2l)
Table 17. Comparison of the Projects Cost per
Unit Area(Stage 2)(million won)

S HH|ArRIH| Projects Cost(100m?)
. a0y o | THEEE -
,Pr’(v;;;ﬁd‘f;ie __Per Area Per Total Foor Are:
, AL AC) | W | AL | A | "
. Min. | Max. | Ave. | Min. | Max. | Ave.
B 656 | 0,05 | 1.49 | 273 | 002 | 046
Total
XEH =13
FEHMWHL 656 | 005 | 1.54 | 273 | 002 | 043
Redevelopment
FeRjzA%
Reconstruction | 316 | 006 | 102 | 1.26 | 005 | 051

3) At 3EA(ZEHE

3THAQ1 5371 Folldd= P Hit 2,209.14
g Qo] REHO 1TAGT29HE Q) 2t
(819.2940t ol Hlsl A Brk6I¥r). ¥z
= FEIRIZREARRI0] 2,507, 7H00 QIOR  FRERR) A
SZAE (1,252,190 ) HCh A LERCE

~ AFEA[RERIZh

ZEA" | 179
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(million wor) EIRIASAIGOIA & AOIE B¥=d], Fh 14.05
g @9 HA 01899 02 oF sould] RO}
8060 1
7000 S - AL
6,000
5000 +
4000 4 4) A ATHA(AFE A 17~ 22| M2 217
3000
2000 1 4THAIRL AIGAIHQIZE ~ HFEIREQIZY THAl
1000
. Mo W Ae v sigsiz 2271 799 AlHIE EF 1494080
Regevelopmen Recomtrction 9 pE TOrrt
A8 9. 3t Y AYH|E H|n
Fig. 9. Comparison of the Projects (e - S
Average Cost (Stage 3) oo
ARSEEEE 89U Ed 1,70469T @10 el ; ' o
3000 1 — s
2 FAAQ] 772%0] HIES AK|ek= 5 oA AlY o
Aol Hlsh A& 29t HIEO0] A &858 A1t 1o ¢
E HICL 11 Hloll Q1AHI7E 8.2%(182.2809 ), P e e e

Redevelopment Reconstruction
13 10, 45K RO ARRH|E H|@
Fig. 10. Comparison of the Projects

Average Cost (Stage 4)

SEHIE0] 6.4%(140.99¢ &) SO= o T
of Hiall FubEQl X|&E 7t S7VsIACt,

B 18 300 DINT ALYHIS B|m(4RH 2)
Table 18. Comparison of the Projects Cost per . . )
Unit Area(Stage 3)(million won) AiRESEEs oHI7H 93419 2(625%)=
71 =8 HIEES HY oL} 3tk 29 Ch=
HEAFH] Projects Costloom) = 152 HYOLL 3THA(77.2%) HLE=
oo AsoigEg A7) WOt O o] 28HIZE 145%(216.998H
Per Area Per Total Foor Area -
A2 | A0 | B2 | 212 | 20 | B ), QIAHITT 138%(2065HT &), E3|H|E0]
Min. | Max. | Ave. | Min. | Max. | Ave.  72%(107.725F )& njolEic)

T
Total |15 018 4511611 10071109 g 19 4chA| mixg Atglb|g blm(Hat &)
ZREHTY 7N 1179| 028 | 429 | 445 | 011 | 1.08 Table 19. Comparison of the Projects Cost per

Unit Area(Stage 4)(million won)

Redevelopment
ESTEIES
Reconstruction

1405|018 | 539 | 611 | 0.07 | 1.47

UAY FHARIHIES ATEW, FERjHEA}

Qo] TOIHA 100 5394 Yo ZEIR)KY o =
_ = 031
ZHEATR (4.2080 Q) KO} XE 77}t & ZoZ Total
. ) e
HIgo] 147t o2 FENRZHEAIA (1,082 T FEMUS | o181 028 278 | 269 | 0.12 | 047
Reconstruction

g) HC} &S AOR ekt oM WAk

180 |  (AhCHst=E-ZA|A &5
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Table 20. Comparison of the Projects Cost by Project Stage(million won)

= Jtem
= |
A Total 21,7694 154656 | 23274 1,896.9
T|_t | Average 572.9 407.0 61.2 499
ol % 100.0 71.0 10.7 87
Total 18,615.9 135785 | 1,6953 15717
1{|:_}. ZEHRHHE 1 1 a 4
A TN Average 641.9 468.2 58.5 54.2
Stage 1 |Redevelopment % 1000 759 a1 84
xeigyzz | 1o 2,465.5 14741 3951 2882
RT ol == | Average 4109 2457 659 480
econstutian ™5 100.0 59.8 160 117
A Total 49,1531 32,8255 5,080.0 4,454.7
Tl—t | Average 819.2 547.1 84.7 76.8
ola % 100.0 66.8 103 91
Total 38,097.5 256338 | 3,7357 32443
2[;_!» XE_H‘X 7 HF . 1 '’ .
Al | RN Average 886.0 596.1 86.9 791
Stage 2 |Redevelopment % 1000 673 98 85
=eigyzz= | 10w 4,783.6 27728 755.3 7724
R'” == | Average 398.6 2311 62.9 64.4
Sconstition g, 100.0 58.0 15.8 161
e Total 117,080.3 | 903434 | 9,654.6 7,689.3
TLt : Average | 22091 17046 1822 1451
ota % 100.0 772 82 6.6
Total 952927 735167 | 17,6705 6,2515
3EJ- xEHX 7| =13 i 1 ' i
Al | FERNY Average 2,507.7 1,934.6 2019 164.5
Stage 3 |Redevelopment % 1600 771 80 66
meigyzuz= | o 13,773.6 100707 | 14301 1,110.7
TS Faverage | 12521 9155 130.0 1010
Reconstruction |5/ 100.0 731 104 81
A Total 32,8684 205499 | 45438 47713
Tl_t | Average 1,494.0 934.1 206.5 216.9
ol % 100.0 625 138 145
Total 25,1550 153874 | 34019 3,637.3
4|E-|> xEﬁHI 7 =13 f ' 0 1
A FEMD Average 15722 961.7 212.6 227.3
Stage 4 |Redevelopment % 1000 €15 13¢ 145
] 44444 28815 616.9 719.0
T e Average 888.9 576.3 1234 143.8
Reconstruction [~5 100.0 64.8 139 16.2
HAG AIFHIES AHEH, FERIASZAIGO] 5) CHAE 2M BT

THHA 100nde 278 FO=, FEIRIRIANLA} O1FA] AHITAS tjatoR 7t AIIEHAZIA] 7
d@1sdEt @) HUp NEHE #2272 222 g5 nge S|
HERTE FERiASAIRICl B9, Fol 618UT  xspgg « AJIAEIOIF THAOIA 2,200,180
@, Fa 0289 do= oF 22819] RIS HA 9oz s we nigo] =9 Aoz mokyl
om, FERHEAIGE o 577w A F 1 g wlo) AQAIEOI} ~ TEIFEOF THA)
05047 Yo oF 11.5H19] XlojE HRALCE A 149409001 91 ‘=RIOTA ~ T THAO)
Al 819241k 9, TE]31 ‘FORE ~ FHAT

=EAE | 181
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Table 21. Comparison of the Cost Management pattern of the Upper-Lower Rank Districts(million won)

Service Cost . 25
o1zt 26 1521697 6.6 154 5.0 3120 47
Labor Cost i ' ks ' T
2| ~ |
. 108 1628|1395 54 | 108 386|1206 4.2 | 314 286(2756 41| 546 21.8|511.0 129
Operational Cost
Py
S3/H|
5 I Meeting G 38 220[1383 54| 13 46 (1590 55| 56 513606 54| 56 22 |2984 7i
s
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