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Abstract

This study analyze that conduct a study on benefit from urban generation based on
public perspective considering social utility. The benefits of urban regeneration were not only
economic and financial effects, but also positive for non-financial and unfeasible value, like an
environment, quality of life, etc. Although previous major researches focused on the former, it
is compulsory to study about the later values considering current urban regeneration projects
with regard to public policy. Government-driven projects's goal should be more focused on
social and promote public interest. The methodology employed in the study were cost-benefit
analysis to widely used to evaluate potential public projects. It considered macro and broadly
effects of personal benefit by supposing inner-effect of the region. Also it tried to compare
the benefits of urban regeneration with another urban development method, new town
development. As a result, urban regeneration project would bear social benefits and affect
residents positively, which is also desirable as a public policy measure.
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Fig. 1. Benefit of Urban Regeneration in Policy
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Table 1. Literature Reviews of Urban Regeneration Study Related Cost-Benefit Analysis

DN A=A [ gt= (lassification
Author Research Theme Methodology ol Benefit | H|-8 Cos
- ZARHC] BHE- z-2efot stoMel - APH HIE - BHY gl=g POt FASHA =
Davis Economy of EXl4=C& Hlw U
et al. Urban Comparing return rate | Direct cost and benefit items are not calculated
(1961) Regeneration using prisoner’s
dilemma
- AR SH |- RN 2T - MY - g9 BExg
. H|E H|& . el A Tax revenue Renewal program
Fisher Public cost of Estimating cost and subsidy of govt
(1962) . .
urban benefit under policy
regeneration
- s BX|29| |- Travel Cost Method 1. k220 2=0| Tourist transition
BHAH =t - A 7k thE |- HA3 X YR =0 9 4, A5
Economic effect Employment promotion| Oz 222 o~
Plaza, of Guggenheim effect Accommodation days of tourist(foreigners) at
Beatriz museum Basque country, visitors at Guggenheim Museum)
(2007) 2. 18 ZO Employment promotion
- HEATIORRQ| M|~ 8272 YN =S4 4 =°
SAIA
Full-time service workers at Vizcaya
- DAY ZD AE |- ANY OlF BHA, |- BHA: HY¥E usTE S
Computation of Al3| A, Z=EH Z2|A Economic: Unemployment, education, etc.
urban St AL - A A B2 T AR 2t S
Kupke regeneration Investigation of Social: average family budget, population, etc.
(2008) |- =FAM Economic, social, - FH: FEIJQE, ACfHIE S
Case study: housing, physical Housing: housing purchase rate, rent rate etc.
Australia variation after urban |- 2|8 AI2 £0 FE = 5

regeneration

[=)
Physical: Used houses etc.
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DN A=A O LHEH = st=2 Classification
Author Research Theme Methodology MOl Benefit H|2 Cost
=2 EAIY - AlZtEE E Y - 28 St - & FRHIE
O| AIB|AXA A9 &5, K& Employment increase Total input fees
FIE AlEEz | 18RI 58 =4 - Y St
HIt City’s income, Tourist increase
Evaluation of expenditure, - neekA M
Labai socioeconomic employment effect Educational environment
(2008) effect of cultural etc. analysis by time improvement
urban - AYBH &gzt
regeneration Revitalization of regional
ST FTQ LA economy
Main cities of
Europe
ZAITHel FXY |- NPV - RRAroNzh - ok - RRAtof Tt Z[2lHlE
24 - EA|RA A EEA Asset sale and rent Opportunity cost of
Economic Financial analysis - O A}S|A H|E: asset
efficiency analysis |- ZAXH gt 0237 4 - 23 dE- Jide=
Ribeiro of urban Economic analysis Low social cost: Improvement cost
(2008) regeneration - AB|A 2AM: AX employment increase, - X}l o|MH|E
gjAE A 2H &0 economy - culture growth | Tenant emigration
THAS AL Social analysis - Z=HREINNM cost
Lisbon’s old city Housing environment - QICHH| = A7)
improvement Emigration cost
EAITH(M2)Dt |- NPV - IES - AN
MEA I (EEH) |- B/C Revenue increase Construction cost
oS0l | of yigmom |- R - AER B - OlFH| - FYR A
(2008) Comparing urban Asset value increase Moving cost,
Lee, S. re generation with expense of
M. new city compensation
(2008) development
Zitkz - DAL FHA |- MYABEE 0|88 |- DA SAIS MY mama) dAiREE;L
2N gzt =4 SeERY SR REa FY H 1ERETN S
(2009) Analyzing I/O analysis Economic effect of urban regeneration to
Kim, N. economic effects |- X|¥mtgzat =4 industry, production, value-added, employment
R, et al. | of urban Estimating regional
(2009) regeneration economic effect
S. A =2 SZHoAMS| |- BHE A FHY HW - 1 = - 2GHlE: FaH|,
(Hs= T A|RjAMQ] Comparing total cost Job creation Ol4fH|, =%&Hd|, A<k
e HEEYEA and benefit - 718 STAAHAE BU | #E HE
2012) Cost-benefit Improving technology SX| - E4=H|, YA}
South analysis about and human capital olz, siE H|E
Australia urban - XL AFY-AFLIE| 7iM| Operation cost
governm regeneration Improving regional
ent focused on community and business
(2012) cultural aspect
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DN A=A O LHEH = st=2 Classification
Author Research Theme Methodology MOl Benefit H|2 Cost
- DAR|Mel ol |- B/C FYae — AHEZL - FY, ALY, FAEH
= Consumption increase by | S0 225+
Estimating benefit employment MAH|
of urban 7|lEnE — MAS Z=C) Policy cost for
regeneration Productivity increase by employment,
education industry, housing
Tyler KIAZLR| AL policies
et al. Asset value increase
(2013) AR EY BRI
57t
Total value-added
increase
%Z 4%
Wage increase
- S AIRH S - AHP AMA EfE: BC NPV & F7E HoL SRR
ALRENE Y - DA ALREEY ZHO| gleld, A7|zte] MEd &
7|1 o HI717|1&:0| ACiA Economic feasibility
Economic 2 W AYEEY A EtEhd: ZIE A gate| Fetd, 71E
ojgx | feashbilty 24 93 MREAL | ART WY 5
(2015) evaluation AlLA| Political feasibility
Lee, V. J. standard of urban| Survey for relative K Emeeb™ EFEh: Qx| &= MY,
(2015) regeneration importance of urban MEtslA Mz S
regeneration Regional balance development feasibility
feasibility evaluation AlZ] - 231 EtEH: V|E 38 EE - 28,
standard and WA} 23} KA S
feasibility analysis Cultural feasibility
- TeRBsd - DU = SUEA |- Zoning: RRS7H XS 37| Helha)
Mol S7F Al | EMH|D Centrality: £ X[stH Y| HZ2d(km)
A Analysis of Transport links: ZHE2QF0| ™24 (km)
Analysis of urban | geostatistical results Population density: km2& 217t 4~
) under-used space | after urban Unemployment rate: 4! 21E(%)
Frantal and regeneration Economic activity: ZX|E-E017(%)
et al. regeneration Education level: C{E X} OIFtH|-&(%)
(2015) space Property value: B X|7}ats
type Retail saturation: 19I1&}t AOfTHOf K| (m2)
- M=ol AR Housing Development: 1 &} 7441 Z=EH 2~

Case study: Czech
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Table 2. Literature reviews of Urban Regeneration Study Related Methods and Categories

=2 24 Hiy &= Categorys
Main Methods 9l Benefit H|2 Cost
Mo HAIA Zat HAIEH| RpAL AMy |
Literature 2A4* ap " o P
S -7« N B - S s e T A Fe T Sl
FevIeW NPV Eﬁectp Etc. cconomi Sales | Asset| Others |Construc| Policy Etc.
. Val ti t t
Analysis ¢ Effects . ing cos €03
Davis et al. Prisoner’s
(1961) dilemma
o EEREES Ao
Isher @) Cost - Benefit =T e @)
(1962) ; Tax revenue
Analysis
Plaza,
Beatriz TCM ©
(2007)
o|AO|
(2(;())8) O|ZF=H|
Lee S M © © © © Emigration
. S M. ;
(2008) cos
Labai
(2008) © © ©
Kupke o £
(2008) © © Population
xRl
Ribeiro H=
(2008) © © © © Rental
cost
T AFOI O Tk A
24 Bmiess |
(2009)
, Related
Ko, (. %, Analysis
et al.(2009) y
oot sl g Bl A w748 2aHl 5
© Cost - Benefit © Residental © Operation
government Analysis environment cost
(2012) y
Tyler et al. MALY £
(2013) © © © Productivity ©
IIIE o=}
Frantal Z'A__l S ek
Sadm 27|
el Geostatistical © © Unused
(2015) ) .
analysis space size
olgF s
2RI £
(2015) © C1E24 © - itltrutal ° ©)
Lee, Y. J. AHP heritage
(2015) 9

N - ALl - R - 2aIE Het e

o Ngg, 2HIB7HS, T AR mhet YME|E0 AdHE8E X Vs

* Including economic, social, housing, physical improvement, **: including employment, consumption,
*** In some cases, policy cost included constructing cost
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Table 4. Variables for Personal Benefit Analysis
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Variables Detailed

e N W ESESTI]
M= R AHF7HR 5

K<L 474 | Means regional consumption
o= increases by households increase

T2 |+ &5 offl 80%2| JHiAHRE &5

Increase of | = XYL AH| 7I5SEAISEE,
consumption|  7HALRE, O[otE, Qlafo|z, stel B,
in region AIAL O|O|AH|A) AH|X|ZE2| 50%

Based on households regional
consumption

c A7tSSER FE 0~6% HE(EE
telEel 8% T 242t #EX|
SAIR|ZH7F 2kt 4.1%, 6.3% S7h)
(Assumption) The increase rate of
land prices is 0~6% annually

« AFBE Rate| 7|F0] Ele

EX7tH0= 20159 EHHS

BEXSAR|(S LA HMLD7HE o1&

Bases on Chansin-Dong's residential

standard land price of 2015

AR O] 2etE GA RS

A7tdSES 0%= 71

(Assumption) Average land price rate

of province is 0%

X7t &8
Increase in
land price
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Table 5. Personal Benefit Analysis Results*
(221100 mill. krw))

OHL|E| O] 22 Amenity fee rates
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X7t 0%| 262 | 738 |1,689| 2,639 | 3,590 | 4,541
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Table 6. Variables for Public Cost and Social
Benefit Analysis

HESE |1%/1,297|1,772(2,723| 3,674 | 4,625 | 5576

Land |-/l 5 418]2,893(3,844| 4795 | 5746 | 6,697

Price
Increasel 4% 4,949 5,425 6,376 | 7,326 | 8,277 | 9,228

Rates | 6o 7916(8,392(9,343| 10,203 | 11,244 | 12,195

% 20154 X2 |Hom 2 101d7ko| Fmol

*: estimated during 10-years since early-2015
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Variables Detailed

- EAIMY HEX|G0) et 25 X2
A7 5 200902 72)
Govt budget(total 200 mill. krw for
4-years)

7|2 ArgH|
Cost 1

WYRS Yol 1%E 550
ojl7iests ERel ATH|

Means public construction cost
Constructing area is 1% of total area
WEALY Al BHIE2 EX|H| 70%,
A= 30%2 7HY

Construction costs consist of land
purchase price(70%) and constructing
cost(30%)

S BEX SAXZF B 018
Bases on Chansin-Dong's standard
land price of 2015.

27h AP
Cost 2
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BN

AN g= S MMl o1&

Use property tax of local tax.
20123 #H41~3&8 A 501352
MAEMIOf 20131} 201444 2
A7HHSES BHYSHo] A2l TAtA|
ARO XX

TOEC=E T o

Estimated current land price rates

=M Bt . , .
Tax income | “SN9 Changsin, Sungin 1-Dong
: « X|7HSSEOHE 0~5%)0f LhE R LEA|
increase =l 2N
(Assumption) Land price rates are
ranged between 0~5%
« TAIMEX| GOl ZetE FHA|IES
A7t Be 0%z 71
(Assumption) Average land price rate
of province is 0%
- =0 1918 BT HZEY T=H|
Hgeg | 842 0l&
SECh 2El= | Use average NHIS's charge for a
2 consultation per person

Decrease of
NHIS's
expense

AAx| o] 1017+ & FEH|7H 10%
Mot 7hy

(Assumption) Decrease total charge
by 10% during 10-years

Decrease of

MEA 12HEE A2
LYMAQ05H/1THH)E 0|83t
FusooMe| Haldds =8
Estimates number of crimes per 10
thou. person in Changsin and Sungin

Dong using crime records of Seoul

« MRS HxE0| o 5% H2 7+

(Assumption) Decrease by 5% a year
HIH B E SSFE2 oY E

U USHIE, I =A M2

o] 9o FAIM AIE Eall Kol 5K
wao] SRlEC 10% S718 49E 7KEsd

St HEICk

HIE9 4% gl 41501 ZARNEATAY
of MAE oAFESI 2000HE VHEHEOR §}
IR &g &30] mdsio] ALAs =1
Sh= A9Q] AKFGHIE F7FeIRitt. Yt Al
AR WA 1%2 AFSIHN LAY Al &
HIE2 EXHIQL ZIZHE T 39%2 7PI5IeiT)
2 ASEAS TAKMERNS] HAS 725,000m?

ZZ erEAEo] W, 20158 EAE0] QRIS
SH9 BFEAZAXVIE 0|88 H9 4Q4E

BAAME (E DI 2o, A7) 109 S0
SEH A=Y S7H20] e glal FHIC] of

LHTE 476990 ABIA &

g2 7IUE & Ae ASE VKT

B 7. M2 2HOMe| AlelY 28 ot 2o
Table 7. Social Benefit Analysis Results*
(9 (100 mill. krw))

crime cost DHARIE Q] O{H|L|E| 0|22 & Amenity fee rates
QB x|EFAR Il
Al ZHHI S (AR Z S T2t 2l 0.0% | 0.1% | 0.3% | 0.5% | 0.7% | 0.9%
49Ix T AL 25|x0.5UX EEQIL
ogolmoz ANl ARS|H x7t |0%| 476 | 952 |1903 2854 3,804 | 4755
datEgn S0| 2t AMSE 1% 773 | 1,249 2,200 | 3,150 | 4,101 | 5,052
Crime cost includes preventing cost, Levid
response cost and research cost o 2% | 1,095 1,570 | 2,521 (3,472 | 4,423 | 5374
« ARG SX[7F It 2) increase| 4% | 1,822 | 2,297 | 3,248 | 4,199 | 5,150 | 6,100
=X Wzl Ch7|ed s =Y
- i\ hdsls irle® g 89 rates | or | 2673 (3148 | 4,099 | 5,050 | 6,001 | 6952
=7} mol Means air pollution decrease due to
Increase larger green spaces. * 2015 X2 7|HMoZ &S 10470 EmO
benefit of |« IH XSG SA|FHHO| 10% & 7Hd *: Estimated during 10-years since early-2015
green space| (Assumption) Increased area is 10% of
current green spaces
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B8 MEAl XY HOjEAS 9
Table 8. Variables for New Town

Development's cost-benefit Analysis

5t

A
iR

A
EES

Variables

NI}
Detailed

ROl BAH 25%2 AT
SUHEREH 20144977HX|2] 2712t
Mo 52 225t SR 7Rk(=t
Total new town development cost
adjusted CPL, number of households.

ArgdH|
Cost 1

X HESRE M S22 W 2Ct
O 28E&= AlZHIE

Means additional time cost of
commuting due to long distance
WE| Al7HH|E 185594/,
=TS 18,250

Time cost for commuting is 18,559
krw/car. Total cars are 18,250 cars.

- E0Y2 365Y, ETA| A7HBES
O|8stl B Al&2 50kmz 71
(Assumption) Working day is 365 days.
average car speed is 50km/h
so/ile ZdHYa dEY 228
HlElAo1 M /gt ]

Commuting distance is based on the
shortest distance from New Town to

Gangnam or Gwanghwamun.

nEHE
Cost 2

NEA] O]FE SOjtt ZAREO| Mol
Soft B FAMEZAL ATt
e B FARUHKMEA 67m?,
A7|= 75m?) O|&

The benefit from expanding of house
size in new town comparing Seoul city
HAE ofmkEIABSTRIY/M)S
7IEez S0 Ao sk
2MOIE(96%, 20144 Ei)= HE
Use average rental rate

774 v
s
Expanding
of house

7} NEAIE HESH BHTEE)]
B2 OHIIE7170| Ol ASE+ ofnfs
o] EHEFE Ol HYSX|(FA Xl
10% 71g) 7t &=

Increase of APT prices

NS PN 0~10% Hel= 7H
(Assumption) Increase rates was
between 0~10% annually

e X|G0| ZetE FHAE2
A7tdEsES 0%= 71
(Assumption) Average land price rate
of province is 0%

AHE7EX]
Ab
SO

AlA2 O

* co=ET

Increase
of
asset
value
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« XN g MBSkl AR, 3 S FIES 55 1 EVEEL Y
O'ID'”L'|E|0" EH-é’.-_I' JTEQ! oAl Dcngtark
: n A xO
Means the benefits from expanding of Ao “L:J;E
. . . . . A
the residential ameneties including Jrom "
Gwanghw 40 - SIEBIF oo
green space m— . | i D——
—al ey AURISO] MCHE BT AEA - s
o sy MICHE HEZE XO[0f el ZHakel 30 1
WA Fhof - MuEn
E . O|%E§ ‘I‘J——Il' 2t Pankyo -
xpanding .

of the Calculate chargable fees for increase of 55 , ' ‘

. . the regional area per households after 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000
residential g int 7 12 2= =3H2(2)
amenities moving INto. new town daily commuting cost{krw)

« AR 7|E0| Bl A7t FlEY
S HFX|SAX|ZIE 0 & zrares 55 _M‘_Er‘
The fees based on starndard land price oMl 5o Er;’;g;i‘
of parks in Changsin-Dong 12l km - ESY
« AFRES2 01~09% H2| g zz Unjeong 4
Fee rates are ranges in 0.1~0.9% e 0 Gwanggyo
station 35 - BRI K
km Hangang
30 -+
Sox 55 o S .
:*TDC" eSS i il
M8 59 - ADGREEEH Pankyo
H2|km ox23 20 T T !
distance Ztm A Unjeong 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000
g 20 Gwanggyo 4 12 e saugE
amun 35 A daily commuting cost{krw)
station =S
km 30 A Hangang a4 23 ZE|ZAe| 1Y EZ0 mE
4 A
” guma AlZH| &
20 - . . .
pankve Fig. 4. Daily Commuting cost from New Town
15 T T T 1 n
4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 to Seoul Clty Centre
AR BT ALH, 248 /kme
cost 1/area, 100 mill./km*
e 55 ug B4 Zike O 3 2 @ 99 2k
A2 50 - A MF2ZE
H2lkm SHdSEh Unjeong QEA] Q.JXVHHE'F:) ‘T’C’}Q]ﬁ— 7'H/]—‘Oﬂj E ﬂg E}\]
45 Dongtan
di A == =]
o 40 | N 2Enza ORFH Au7t Hojdas EXIXZI} cFetsh
gangna Hangang =
" EAAHIZE HORIE WE TEQ] ARMISE (1
station 5. AT 2
km o o Gwanggyo 13:11 4>Oﬂkﬂ L]'E]‘L]'ﬁ_]:: H]‘Q]‘ ?E]-O] %0}7;]% %ﬂcc)}o]
20 s LIEHATE T AgolM AR Q= N9
Pankyo
15 T T A ; ax
4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 %_A}%—]H]7} 21:3}7%]2]01] 911% ]Oﬂoﬂ H]OH H ]{\D}
SMNEEHEZ/ kfgﬂl,ﬂ%_/km‘ ‘]IE“%E](H ﬂ%_g] A] ]—]:]],L._O] L]—O}E 73% ]O
cost 1/area, 100 mill./km?
B & = Liepgict
J2l 3 MEA| AFHEHAEE =
Fig. 3. New Town Development Cost per area
size
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Table 9. Cost Analysis Results of New Town Development

(21100 _mill. krw))
dEEn | shdSE | dEph | oy Fean o
Pankyo Dongtan Hangang | Unjeong | gwanggyo | Average
ZAF2IH| cost 1 50,034 18,537 25,438 26,160 48101 33,654
AtE STA nEC| AIZH|E
cost 2(Commuting cost to 8,218 17,183 11,580 14,942 13,821 13,149
Gwanghwamun)
7|'|—|'EE.)\ 7%9 )‘|7_H:|'9'
one |. S| AIZHEIE 2,241 11,580 11,206 15,315 7471 9,563
cost 2(Commuting cost to Gangnam)
B2 2R E =2(50:50
gehE 8 n % 28050 5,230 1,4382 11,393 15,129 10,646 11,356
cost 2(Commuting cost to both area)

H 10, AEA| X742 HolEe| M Hp

Table 10. Personal Benefit Analysis Results of New Town Development*

(A21(100 mill. krw}))

OOLIE| Mo &7 e HAL@M(ESSAH|A O|2FE 0%) in case of low amenity preference(fee rates 0%)

OItEZIA M&E(TED) | 4dHEa | ItgsEl | d=Estd 2 & B
APT price increase rates(AR)|  Pankyo Dongtan Hangang Unjeong gwanggyo Average

0% 3,894 3,894 3,894 3,894 3,894 3,894

1% 15,540 9,674 8,551 8,675 12,834 11,055

2% 15,540 9,674 8,551 8,675 12,834 11,055

4% 29,215 16,461 14,018 14,289 23,331 19,463

6% 45,244 24,416 20,427 20,870 35,634 29,318
OJHILIE| M7} Lo A2o(maAH|A 0|28 0.1%) in case of low amenity preference(fee rates 0.1%)

OImtEZIA M&E(TED) | HHER | stgstl | dxstd o2 & B
APT price increase rates(AR)|  Pankyo Dongtan Hangang Unjeong gwanggyo Average

0% 4,138 4,056 4,031 4,029 4,195 4,090

1% 9,726 6,829 6,265 6,323 8,434 7,525

2% 15,784 9,835 8,687 8,810 13,134 11,250

4% 29,459 16,622 14,155 14,424 23,631 19,658

6% 45,487 24,577 20,563 21,004 35,934 29,513
OJHILIE| M7l 52 ZAL(B3aAH|A O|2FE 0.9%) in case of high amenity preference(fee rates 0.9%)

OItEZIA H&E(TED) | 4dHEa | 3tgstl | d=Estd 2 & B
APT price increase rates(AR)|  Pankyo Dongtan Hangang Unjeong gwanggyo Average

0% 6,084 5,344 5122 5,109 6,597 5,651

1% 11,672 8118 7,356 7403 10,837 9,087

2% 17,730 11,124 9,778 9,890 15,537 12,812

4% 31,405 17,911 15,246 15,504 26,034 21,220

6% 47,433 25,866 21,654 22,084 38,337 31,075

* 20154 E£E J|Mo=R F 10E7te| HMQ * estimated during 10-years since early-2015

O] ATA] EIRZREEO] Hgat HOl =
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126 =272, H51d 3= (2016)
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Table 11. Total Benefit(personal&social) Analysis
Results*

(2121100 mill. krw))

OJHLIE| O] F& amenity fee rates

0.0% | 0.1% | 0.3% | 0.5% | 0.7% | 0.9%
x|7tar | 0% | 739 1214|2165 3116|4067 5018
SE | 1% | 2070|2545 3,496 | 4,447 | 5,398 | 6,349
Lar?c‘i 2% | 3,513 | 3,988 4,939 | 5,890 | 6,841 | 7,792
increase| 4% | 6,771 | 7,246 | 8,197 | 9,148 [10,099/11,050
rates | go 10,589/11,065(12,016/12,966/13,917|14,868
* 2015 =5 V|FeE o= 10E7te| £HO
*: estimated during 10-years since early-2015
Ol &2 ZUE TARNMEO] AIFER] F=
Teala} HlnlshH TAR Y] TE 282 US

FHERICE BARYO] TAAE At ATt
S7Kel X9 BAVE @8k 4= A A7t 4
SO wE R A Y SUHE g 4
At

TARNEO] WA [eE BE 718E9 AT
20143 20158 TR AR
6.3% S7Fet vt ALk T8 XYW ARUE] St
= HAUL A4l =A 71 5 AdgerEo] N
AEn FUlo] Aol SHH0 AR HIE
S FYAZ & Atk = AAHEE WES &
12y} 2}

Y
N
—
S
)
I
—
X

2) A=Al i Hejutol Hiw
FARNEAIR Y AEA] BRIEANR S el

d40) Qo1 2 Aot Atk FARNVEAREE 7
U=E FAnIgol el AlRldeR gas e
280l & th, MEA] HRPIEARES s3]
SAIEHPE BRI AlolA Wdsks a8

ARRA GetHth= Z7QI01A SrEELh E=ot 4
HANLAIAO] whEh 710 s el
o] wet & Hoe IA AFEEAT o

Al

57}

AP}HPO] ‘ﬂEF de htet 5 gl
C A

101] e el J&%J %ﬂﬂl&* 7= 139 W
= L}E}”Oﬁ ATA] HA Fut $AT APRE
FHEE U1y, Alat ozt 71dH]

g 52 1ol 39 FHOAE ZARNEA
of wh FEeR 7189 #Hejo] Esks Ae
= ik Hok Ae Uige GE 13 2Tk

9]
olgeR
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Table 12. Results of Urban Regeneration*

(2121100 mill. krw))

AHA THK|
" Financial value estimates
Division Items Detailed AR AL Al o <
\ Non-urban
Urban regeneration ,
regeneration
OX|7IMEE 0%)~
HLE7EA] X7t E Increase of land price 76(54|1Ot—‘c’r)l(c;ilgﬂ“oﬁE 0~2156% 2
Asset value R e e = (2% A=A
AR Bl 6%)
Personal A A-IIEH:.*—h%— l(;%ldéi’f 26201] i°_|—_rl O|%f|
benefit . Increase of households 10% i Population outflow
Consumptio —~ X_ o (MICH= HEF 1% P
—~ XL 2HISTL 47 Bet e - 28 2
n . L = .
Regional consumption increase © Decrease consumption
A me | Fol =% 9 HOAY F7t
A &8 | OOLE]| Increase of green space, utilities 00|22 & 0%)~
Personal & | Residential — MsslZd T, 4o & skAF (14,2799 20|22 0.9%)
social benefit| amenities Residential amenities improve
. MCHe= 2
X|7HatE Increase of land price O(X|7FAESE 0%)~ .
=M I7h5 P (R7HSSE 0% Population outflow
; — ZE MM =2 7t 21979 ARV IS E
Tax income ) ) - 2N A
Tax income increase 6%) .
Tax income decrease
S| CA[S3S WX, HRLE 2%t Aoln
i . . olo EA'E |:|2|'
b x| Preventing city slums, derease crime, 6342 City slums
CE'I enhancing community (HX|AHS HEAE 5% x| =7
ame — .T_I'_I-Elj Hl.g. KE“?:II- 7|:II-—+—)‘| —> EI—'—l =} |'
lated ; d Crime increase
AB|H B related cost save
Social benefit
wasy Hdol 2 Foizig F3 .
az Enhancing residentials' health i
== . (1047t T2 & 10% -
Health - AZEYSE FEF AL 2 A
Decrease of NHIS's expense =
=3 =
_ =1 821 S
X Increase of green space =
= green sp OIE =xHHe| 10% .
Green space - 7|22 Za =
. . =)
Decrease of air pollution

* 20154 X£E J|Ho=R dF
: estimated during 10-years

*

128

NEHREEIE

since early-2015

rZEAzl, H51H 335 (2016)
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B 13. H=A| O|F2| 7|2/H|& SHOA F=Fe SARSAI el MslH =28
Table 13. Social Benefit of Urban Regeneration in terms of Opportunity Cost of Moving to New

Town from old city centre*

(2121(100_mill. krw))

a2 ME e
Items Detailed

RS
Financial value

LI
Urban regeneration

MIEA|
New town

7|28 7|2y /& ofgt

HUEA| O]F Al |AHE| A71E 0180 MhE

Preventing air pollution by cars due to

7ley =7} oy
Triggering additional air

Air pollution long distance commuting to Seoul city (12 Al pollution
centre
olma} 71E QlZetE g8 e Ho M Qlz=ap dX| HE AR
'E? Saving the budget by using existing 2,156 Cost for constructing new
nira infra-structure infra-structure
NEA| OF Al A05=
AZH|B(E2X|MM 570 AMEADX[Q] AHz| SILtE D
e 9 S2X7t BRe olgst Alzige] | WMATEECA) | asol Aziig 22
—|'I‘

Transportation At2|H Hl&

commuting to Seoul city centre

Saving the time cost due to long distance

Time cost for commuting

A

Total benefit

11,6989 21~
15,2772 &

" 20150 ZE J|HOE %2 109710] H0]

*: estimated during 10-years since early-2015

= A7e 7IE =2 o) Bhe & ¢
=

=
S UL QUL ARA a8 RN VIR ¢
Akel7] Qlslo] HIg-#Ho] HiHE olgatal AU

ox PEE gl SHe Fe 5 FAEY

ALY ol TIKIE Fiteke 5 ABE0 24

A
NERA AT S B8S nEE 0 BA
AT RS oR: Flslolo} sl HHoR
A ERS AR} Qs Ao WAL, FAlY

%,

ol
m
=0z
Pal
12

W AFUED} gdeiy deets
1

d
S~

o] =o| &hakEl

L4y
r
B

_{
o I

e

4

3

1
i)

on K
n %
|O

AGRE 1]
A~
T

iy
Sv)
N E
o oo M
NoyE

0K
%
Ml
1o

o
02
AL
Ofo
£
2
!

In
10
fo

0
ol
Uy
o

N

Zly

e
Sk

fe;
Hu
=1
o)
o
A
o]
g
)
m>~
g
ﬂF
N
[l

i 00 HI

o mo wx B
el
03

oo
RO =)
ol
O

by
™
i
L
My
P
g
E)
=
o
&l
=]
=T
il
B
>

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol51 No.3 (2016) 129



wsl% - AEY - o A
FRojito] ObEA AL 2 AKHCSl GE(BC ratio) g olgsio] HUst ZulE F4aE 4 g Ao
ZHME TARIEAIE S THE ARol uvlal El 2 7|tk
0] Q= ZloE FriErh Tst #Holol 44 ABTEQ mlofoR: AIGK] Hot BAES
& g tolE FARNEAIEO]l FEANY F sk AR WY|0AF St E AR nhEE
SIS} AITA] EAXZHAIE S ARHOIA] Edloh= AIHO] T TIREREAE dnht EXAIFEA], it
g80] ALAR QoA SPEE= BHE EAIRY A TEsEC] 9ES sl9eAd tigh FUE %
A2 AlE] Adlo] 24 §80] LFER] miE TAIRNEAIT O] HEF RsiE APHoA] BAIGEIAL
oJck. ST}
Uk 2 7= Holo] At FRojie] g
2 SHoA FIst Aoz AEAPNEE XS FL 3% E}tl{W%*ﬁf;ﬂ%l }Aﬂﬁ_ h%%.oﬂmoﬁ AIF@'EL
i o 2 ARSI FASICE MDHE TARRETZ| A
SHORRITR= 212 ORCh AlAlidre 2rdoh= O, EAFHSTAG Jfate S0| chEHelE
AEEOS mARIEE B3 A §gow § AT I601(2015)) CHYh EARjMD} et S
o Ol HEEl= & HENCE HASE 2 AA|7F ot
HAZ 4= QUEH AREH gt WiV &2 7ote kpEStEICtD B 4 Qe
e == . ZIS|H(2008), AR} TAIKIA © A|EEF SA|RHARO)
TAT EOIKCIZE FEWRS E5) WO o)A 2. o S 8 Al 4
e Ljﬁ T et ol ESHE BHOZ THHES, NATH, ppTl-%
ARl TAPHEE OlF &= s Aot 73 2 OI0| ARS|E RS AMnFED AMSHALS x|
ARPAIAIAS AIEA] LERS AN 2 FArthur Cecil Pigou)7h a1t ABIH =T 1
SR FAl, wERe Adih 48 = JHHO| QARSICE ARS|H SAsksocial welfare
AEO] Tt AHES FEAlSHo] Tt ZHA] function)Ofl IEH AB|A 282 Il 282
SksL 7Ho 2 X—i_q|-c‘s+ A o|9|_|. E|‘_|'LE A|—§|01| Jirn B §
O] Al L Al A AHNAE O o A S=E T X S
AL ERPE Wil 2 STl SRES Riol olsmat 50| ZAfsp| W0l Jloix 58
B Ao Re Exsiol AV Ad MM of 3at AN 28 7 Fal7t 9lenf o] ex
. Stz 25t HEIE ZME BiRHAL BEXxgE2
S NS,
j. ,8_:11]‘7]‘ L}E}HE} E}E}H EA]XH}\CEA}HL 87] Xl%JO_HOF -c‘,l-_|.|:|__T|_ Z|<—7§>+6|'9*§\E|'(6Ji'%3cﬂ %X‘”ﬂ% g
7ol BA ARS KAR BeKo] Yol By T0|X|, O[Z(2008). Ol 7HOlo| BHEO| OfL Af
= s - A AN HiEHASE At HlEE =Tk
AN Ze BEXo] 2 geks H= 1R} ERme -5—1‘?:”.%!3}; 7oz} & £ 9le.
A g@nt opgh 4o WA MElskdo) & =4, ,:l—ﬁ(jpglytic hierarchy program): AIE& SIAIEH
s = s =0 e N = T'__—|o|:|. ) _
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