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As growing importance and concern of waterfront, we have tried to study its landscape, accessibility, landuse
and so on as well as its environmentally sound and sustainable development. In fact we had been under the
false thought that it always gaves what we wanted, and it was neglected in its economic value. This paper/
looks at one alternative, the non-market value generated by management of waterfront as public resources. We

consider the question :

how much are people willing to pay to improve, how much are people want to improve?

The contigent valuation method was implemented during Sep. 9 to 14 in 3 beaches ; haeundae, Gwanganri,
Songjeong. They are representative waterfronts which have been widely known and visited. We find out that
households are willing to pay about 12,000~16,000 won per year for improving nature elements and inviting
more valuable functions about 3 beaches. Especially we pay attention to defference between cognitive and
comprehensive satisfaction 3 beaches and their substructural factors satisfaction such as natural environment,

public facilities, recreational facilities and etc.
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AEZ2E #4748 93 WTP
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e §A7 A 2oz FREATHF. 1).

Total Valuation = total use valuation + uselessness valuation
Total use valuation = direct use valuation + indirect use

valuation
Uselessness  valuation = choice valuation +  successiol
valuation + existence valuation

Fig 1. System of total Valuation.
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Table 1. contents of questionnaire

3 7t o

satisfaction &
preference per beaches

visiting frequency, satisfactory/ dissatisfactory factor, valuation beaches etc.

improvement willingness to pay, goal for improvement, method of payback, expectation for
per beaches Improvement, etc.

C‘?Virt‘:;ggnct)f cognition of landuse, representative, vision for future, developing works and so on
Sa\t;/zftiﬁ%r:utd satisfaction of landscape (per landuse), convenience, accessbility and so on

growth for future

improvement factors, carrying into policies, improvement needs, etc..

interviewee
character

disposition for development,

sex, age, occupation, school career, etc.

Table 2. Cognition & Valuation of Waterfront(%6)

division beaches park port nature |industries | residence etc. total
Cognition-landuse 25.22 10.77 19.07 11.82 10.69 13.58 532 100
Cognition-representative 64.72 253 31.01 0.79 0.63 0.31 - 100
Value for future 50.00 11.39 2563 10.13 1.42 0.16 127 100
32. JHZEE XL ¢ BEE
321 2¢H9 YHZEE A% o Lo
sRAEe Rad YHIZES ojwd fE2 |, |0
oj&H I JeAd diEt AAuESE FAH %2 = 40
AV A 483 25.229%, - BFAA 19.07%, 30 ‘
Tﬂ%c13%/4 o= yehgt @ fEzE " e oo
g Yehs Qe ojulxe] gl shakest . R T
lf‘mm/4ﬂ¢ Foleti $stA om 31.01% 8§ &8 ¢ ¢ EB g
£ YR REAL0dn SHHT W TUHS : - E
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HEHZEE F4/HNE 9% WTP

Table 3. Cognition of Waterfront Developmental Works

o . east busan west busan nakdong myeongji
division centum  city resort area area riverfront busan new porﬂ dwelling area
never 45 74 69 48 39 63
known(%) (7.13) (11.76) (10.99) (7.67) 6.21) (10.00)
unknown 97 269 267 202 141 191
(%) (15.37) (42.77) (42.52) (32.27) (22.45) (30.32)
just so so 220 174 181 219 214 210
(%) (3487 (27.66) (28.32) (34.93) (34.08) (33.33)
known 225 14 109 146 206 153
(%) (35.66) (1653) (17.36) (23.32) (32.80) (24.29)
well-known 4 8 2 11 2 13
(%) (697 127 0.32) (1.76) (4.46) (2.06)
total &3l 629 628 626 628 630
(100} (100 (100) (100) (100 (100
residences 351 T % B residences P8 '
office 27 [ & ¥ office &
industries 09 [} industries
nature 05 1T % B nature
port =3 < port ETER T7e_|
park 20 1 — 240 ] park ]
beaches 2% [ 273 | beaches .
0% 20% 40% 0% 0% 100% 100%
[ very dissatisfactory B dissatisfactory Ojustsoso Dvery dissatisfactory @ dissatisfactory Ojust so so
[70 satisfactory W very satisfaciory J O satisfactory M very satisfactory
Fig 3. Satisfaction of Waterfront Landscape. Fig. 4. Safisfaction of Waterfront Convenience and Acce-
ssilibility.
Table 4. Comprehensive Satisfaction of Waterfront
. very . . . . .
division dissatistatory dissatisfactory | just so so satisfactory [very satisfactory total
frequency 23 137 344 78 1 583
(%) (3.64) (28.32) (54.43) (12.34) (0.15) (100)
Table 5. Seasonal Visiting Frequency for Beaches in Busan
division yearly mean spring summer autumn winter
aver. visiting frequencies(%6) 9.45(100) 1.81(19.2) 3.95(41.8) 1.89(20.0) 2.04(21.6)
Ao 39534 o2t YHoRE F-FAEUE T& HHOE JjMe Fa o] X
TAC WEst e 8 &0l Fol W 2.043(21.6% ¥ olg}gt W9 Fo UdHE 3 &Yy
F)E Ui FAY BE3ss A4 1893, FIle s 47.8%, Fetel 24.0%, £ 19.9%9
A4 18189 vusA 2 Aol oy H4dlde %ol HFHo JojM Riae fuste Y=
2 22 ARYS VI 3G + g Fx0]  BERA o AYge] U Rk AAZHA Bels A
o 2ey we AUFES detyel eldel 2ol 4GE AL £ g, Ay Adeeq:
a8 59 712 715 AFEH 922 o G FAoAT Y (2.0%), GHEA8%), dF
e R ot =oE BEY BEwe A (18%) Sol L& o} JrHTable 5).
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Table 6. Comprehensive Satisfaction of Beaches in Busan

division dissa‘;ies‘fwatorv dissatisfactory | just so so satisfactory sati‘s/fearcytory total
frequency 10 42 300 243 7 602
(%) (1.7) (7.0) (49.8) (40.4) (1.2) (100)
Table 7. Satisfactory factors for Preferential Beaches
division|accessibility kwell— nature | beach | restaurant amusgment resgrt accommodation | etc. | total
nown facility facility
freq. 253 94 117 30 21 11 34 5 37 | 602
(%) (42.0) (156) | (19.4) | (5.0 (3.5) (1.8) (5.6) (0.8) (6.1) | (100)
Table 8. Dissatisfactory factor for Beaches in Busan
division | traffic | safety sla nds Wat?r enjoyability | landscape accommodation h1gh dirtiness| etc. | total
oss |quality | shortage damage price
freq. 117 15 58 112 93 43 12 70 76 7 | 59
(%) |(194)| 25 | 96) | (186) (15.4) (7.1) (2.0) (11.6) | (126) | (1.2)|(100)
A FAAW Sl E AwkH) wE S 4. 3 &
TEL BFolztn $HI vlSo) MY 2 498% 41 =8 e 9 WTP 24
oltt, zeju} A Ao wEEAY wff wEsE 7t xay #Eage] FEaNe g dA
AL 416%2 ¢ FHHY BEES Gehle  pEadx 2d Sl distg H3Hoz A
W OREE £7% 1~5H02 BS 9 UEE £ o] 2U57] Ad of FHRE o= HEo
T2 3328 T #£& YEhNAHTable 6). B 42 2od g7} QEx T8 ojuHr X
F2 BEE H5e%e YEske F29Ue I 9@ AAN dY BALS FE 2 Aoy Dol
weo] ke 420%7F 7P Bt SHE HR Aol WA BH FdE fRstmd Fow
on gow F% AAAH194%), $FE gl @ & U Aol
2249 AYE(156%)9 £02 dehdth #5% @4 H5a%el 9@ Wrhe 326 BF FFA
ol AHEES FobeA st & JteH #HFE mz 29d vgo] M gsted gt seds
e AL 22 APAA a1 HFo] ¥ A HusEY FEE 247%, T HLZ &
AW dlgE3e] AAA R, Ae-E T4 2L 143 g Bex 116%2 vad =4 HrE a9l
A 7lFel AEA Uvke AMEe AFHAAGY o #elgle Hdolsti ST ulfo] 176%E
nHPHE e AdezA gael 8THY  wwd A uehd IYHeN %Y YhE vt
i E glel. ov $A& 237 e T06%7 FEAES £5
ojefdt A= FAAY s &g dg B9HE oz 293t th(Table 9).
29 #HZFHANE veited ZFEE EA NER! \‘37}01] o) WEAHR FF BT
194%, +2EA 186%, €478 8% 154%, 32  Ad7 B b 1451;& 249 715S A
el B 125%9] ¢o2 JEgoh otolzjuBE )7 Ya) dad AL ous FYrE (B o
Az W&o Fodo8 AHHA 71717F &olsttte A}7} ol & of rﬂo}oq ZAtstgeh AukHd o g A
Ho| 7} 2 BurE 2902 AAHYPEU olE o 9a AREco g Loy} gk L u]
AFaRe AARE wdolt E2Pe FEH  go] tha EFoy ued 7L Bom AU 3
Slou WEAE, UTHEAL Sl QD BT Aol Sgaelt ALt 4 5L 593%, B
2dd Aom PAdY BF e84 2d B g 5651%E dEhidch ole @ BAM M g 2
WA §4 5 A58% AR olFE AUA 242 AT B A AR gnu 3
9 ge FAS Z2A 5248 715 AN ge Al Ad o 13YEE s ¥
o] A&AEH AT (Table 7, 8) 02 suagh Boaia AT ARG 333%
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AHZEE S4/NHS A8 WTP 24 - 249 848 FHoE -
Table 9. Valuation of Beaches Level
division below average best best best
(beaches) level average level in busan in nation in the world total
haeundae 19(9.6) 104(52.5) 49(24.7) 23(11.6) 3(15) 198(100)
gwhanganri 36(17.6) 126(61.5) 25(12.2) 12(5.9) 6(2.9) 205(100)
songjeong 25(13.4) 132(70.6) 21(11.2) 42.1) 5(2.7) 187(100)
Tablel0. Logistic Model of WTP
Division Haeundae Gwanganri Songjeong
B Sig. Exp(B) B Sig. Exp(B) B Sig. Exp(B)
Fre.of Visitin -0.0077 | 00564 | 09923 | 0.0268 | 0.0284 | 1.0272 | -0.0055 | 0.6186 | 0.9945
General W.F 03276 | 02500 | 13876 | —0.2897 | 02338 | 07485 | ~0.2486 | 03820 | 0.7799
satisfaction
value of each WE | 5100 | go094 | 16817 | 03784 | 00167 | 14599 | -00871 | 0.7564 | 09166
emovment
Sate‘jzi‘ft\‘}%‘)f 02715 | 00497 | 12233 | 00510 | 0.0645 | 1.0523 | -0.2954 | 03161 | 0.7442
Burdon i‘ffeal‘:sc"“‘“‘“c 01928 | 00325 | 12126 | 04929 | 00195 | 16371 | 08782 | 0.0026 | 2.4067
Age 0.1070 | 0.0265 | 15023 | 03090 | 00516 | 1.3621 | 02232 | 00174 | 1.2501
Constant -44149 | 00001 | 00121 | -22126 | 00317 | 01094 | -0.2276 | 0.8294 | 0.7964
dAE Ados FYAR/AYARI Fgdol AUtk ARWHe] dHME A2AGY YL
ok AZetn 9ow adte] F2 AME 154% o FAM2%ES TS 1 Msstgon sHF
A8 g g7 W Reetn A gk & 2% gAE AHI63INE B2 Hl%% A} A) &) 5t
2 Ak, o]9} Foj BH%W“‘OH dsted A - 13 Hen
AZYALY) WE ZARYPL AU AE  FIHE T AIEEN B }Ei She HlFel ¥
Chi-squareZ} 223269 f-2l% FFo] 00012 #<¢ 2 99 717 AN F& 73%E tih wste
3 Aoz Jeyton ojm dyE 471%2 = 9 7|E} 25%9] &Aool xﬂAlﬂ%iE}(Table 10).
AR, dads $A9) Chissquares 545 EY Wl 2 AREYol o Geiel e
17464019 ol f-olT = 00003} 0.0082 ZAERY F=F &% /Mo W& d BEFFEE ddde
o oulg %p_rq Zzte) 24 ABEe 2 A e dedE s ool Rag
35.8%, 26.1%0°]tc}, A FFAA, Yo7t 544, wolAlA, S9tAl4d
o Ly gy dFEFL o] AT T ZAAY gig FFAH FEFNS 71T
o] AP} ol gy WF A;FE&A AT T AR FAHLH FeotdE ¥A FA/ZYA
£ F%-92H A WIPE A9ete #9% % 5ol Wiy AdelAt Y wd Ja@ie)
Mz ARHen $40589S 49 A4S U BeUE AUZER e wFol A A
Fo) WA DEE(FY/FY B) $F0 F¥ 1 Utk EYBEES 9B Huz 7 A28
Mz 249 AT el Aol 9@ Eea) o8 FYAe 40
ojw AFALFAL Aztow FAEJ oW s & A3} Fgto] 6363 (P> | F | 0000028 &%
et 503%(AES meh ARG Gl A3 AT £eSE] FAL Aok Ag2 .
739%)e] A EojAte] 15350¥ 2 FHL, detE=  Frhk 535 DUNCANO| 23 ALSAA S Ax zpzt
55.1%9] A& A 1620099 THE, T2ln & 9 sFEAe] AolE Roj: u HAHF&AE
e 50.0% el mel 1250099 F4e ¥ AABARA, e AFLFL AABARA
@2 £ gle AR EEHUY gut 7 (9 2 w3 5o FFAHEEE e deERe )
9 s de dlEEled 64.7%, Ford A REA A 1}‘%‘1?}%@{, TEINEEE 2 2
605%, &4 656%)c] Fgefrtgdo] 17 o]zt  AAEY Mol HovEd Aor BAHr

2 F AgYgAg el vlste] 254U Ak ]

(Table 11, 12).
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Table 11. Willingness to Pay for improvement

after second thought

division yes no
ves no
haeundae beach 118(59.3) 81(40.7) 29(14.6) 52(25.4)
gwanganri beach 113(55.1) 92(44.9) 43(21.0) 55(24.9)
songjeong beach 99(50.0) 98(49.5) 41(20.8) 57(28.7)
¥ F test
— Mean Square Between Group 3.987 / Within Group 0.627
— F value 6.353 (Sig. 0.000)
Table 12. Goal for improvement
s improvement of natural additionally, inprovement | additionally, improvement
division . . s . o total
environment of public facilities of enjoyable facility
haeundae beach 24(17.4) 38(27.5) 76(55.1) 138(100)
gwanganri beach 50(35.2) 40(28.2) 52(36.6) 1420100
songjeong beach 36(31.6) 37(32.5) 41(35.9) 114(100)
Table 13. policies for beaches improvement
division(beaches) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 total
haeundae(96) 72 29 33 6 30 13 8 6 2 199
? (36.2) | (146) | (166) (3.0) | (15.D) (6.5) 4.0) (3.0 (1.0 (100)
whanganri(%) 100 26 37 8 20 3 8 1 2 205
EWRanganmizol 1 4g8) | (127 | 180 | (39 | @8 | 15 | B9 | 05 | @0 | (100
songicong (%) 63 22 44 21 3B 6 5 1 3 200
gieongt o (312) | 4LD | @D | 108 | 176 | G0 | @5 | 05 | (15 | (100
TEERe #APee] Boh FAHoR ofumg e AY, AA, SAAFAAGY GFF LFEA
Hoge 7zt ?‘SH—’F%ZJ?J S e RolA MY olck(Table 2 &), o] A g gt AEAIF Y
o But f9sa AYE FLZ YA 48 & AFEF) ua AdEOR A vehon
Zt ojmgk gQle] F&zfop & A7 diaiM=  ABAE A =A YEY diRE Hola o
dowgh. 320 BF $HHom £ARH/HN 4 AHIZEZAY YL F4AI7 94
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