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The Study on Evaluating the Policy Value of Public Projects for Housing Welfare
— Focused on the Remodeling Projects for Long Term Rental Housing —

Cho, Yongkyung', Lee, Sangyoub’
"Department of Real Estate Studies, Konkuk University

Abstract : Long Term rental housing, which is supplied for performing housing welfare, has been aging from
permanent rental housing. Therefore, variety housing welfare projects are planing and performing for improving aged
facilities. However, although every welfare policy are necessary, we have to efficiently allocate and commit the funds,
because the fund and resources is limited. And there is required the feasibility study before performing public project
for housing welfare, because it needs large amount of financial supports by government. Meanwhile, because most
of existed studies are focused on guide development, it has limitation to apply the result of existed studies in this
study, which considers public remodeling project for housing welfare. But in reality, public project is been decided by
willing of policy decision-maker. Therefore,. in this study, we suggest the evaluation method of policy value for two
alternatives(remodeling and maintain) of a aged long term rental housing. To extract the attributes of policy value,
we considered categorized items of preliminary feasibility study. Through extracting attribute factors of policy value
for aged long term rental housing, we can calculate the policy value of remodeling and maintain alternatives by using
MAUT. As a result of analysis, we can find that the utility value of remodeling is 0.6161 and the utility value of
maintain is 0.2461 and also the utility of remodeling is higher than utility of maintain. Therefore, when we plan the
public projects for performing housing welfare, we can choose remodeling alternative rather than maintain alternative
using quantitive data.

Keywords : Public Project, Policy Value, Housing Welfare, Remodeling, MAUT
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Table 1. Categorization of items for policy evaluation

Division Sub-items
The Conformity between plan and direction of policy
consistency
and Preference and willing for proceeding the project
Basic - - -
; willingness of Degree of preparing of projects
evaluation . — — -
tems carrying policy Additional evaluation items (option)
Risks on Possibility of procuring the fund
carrying the Environment
policy Additional evaluation items (option)
Special evaluation items
considering characteristics Additional evaluation items (option)
of project

# Data: Kim, G. et al. (2008), “A Study on Amendment and
supplementation of standard guide for the Preliminary Feasibility Study of
road - railroad," The Fifth Edition,” The Fifth Edition, KDI.

7]¥ 37} =(Basic evaluation items)¥} AFAES 7}
3F={(Special evaluation items considering characteristics of
proech .= FHEste] HFSkeh=H], ARIRE B o
BAo TS & Aow votd 4= Qi) 7| Hr}
o= #E Alg 9 AAERe] U X]43(Conformity
between plan and direction of policy), AFY F219A] 2
X & S (Preference and willing for proceeding the project),

ALz 7FsAPossbility of procuring the fund), &7
4 %7WEnvironment) 58 12T 4= Utk ARIES 3
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Table 2. Compare the major methods for evaluating policy

Division MAUT Conjoint AHP
Respondent
p‘ Small Large Small
size
At least 30 or more/ Require
Respondent|A small number| a large number of samples | A small number of
quality of experts considering appropriate experts
confidence interval
Decision Find importance
Application making by Calculate the rank and weight
field measuring benefits(indirect) of composition
utilities factors
Pairwise compare
Explicitly Estimated by overall p
. . ) through organizing
Attributes | estimated by evaluating about .
) and hierarchy the
respondents respondents profile
problems
Estimate . ) o
) Utility function Normal distribution X
function
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‘ Step 1 ‘ identify attributes and alternatives ‘
!

‘ Step 2 ‘ specify the value dimensions ‘
!

‘ Step 3 ‘ develop uni—variate utility function ‘
!

‘ Step 4 ‘ assign relative importance weights to the attributes ‘
!

‘ Step 5 ‘ develop multi—variate utility function ‘
!

‘ Step 6 ‘ assess alternatives ‘

Fig. 1. MAUT analysis process
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Table 3. Attributes for evaluating of policy

Goal Attributes
Maximize the Residential Satisfaction of Residents
Maximize Maximize Improvement effect of Aging Facilities
the core - ; ; )
effectiveness of Maximize Improvement effect of residential Environment at
policy the Surrounding area
Maximize the economic stimulus effects
Maximize the conformity between project plan and direction of policy

consistency and
willingness of

Maximize preference and willing of the performing
organizations for proceeding the project

carrying policy Optimize degree of preparing of projects

Maximize possibility of procuring the fund

Minimize risks Maximize possibility to secure the physical environment

on carrying the

policy Minimize possibility to occur the civil complain

Maximize possibility to secure the housing for temporary move

A FA A4 HFEsE S 712 SRe AA
o] SAaFA FdsiMaximize the core effectiveness of
policy), A& o] dad P Fx197] sk Maximize the
consistency and willingness of carrying policy), 83 %
o] 19 #HAsHMinimize risks on carrying the policy)
2 EESth 4 712 5329 o9 HFE HUF &
42 AFA 77 W StisiMaximize the residential
satisfaction of residents), AlAE =5 /M &3t s}
(Maximize improvement effect of aging facilities), % A
o FASAE Fd 83 StHsHMaximize improvement
effect of residential environment at the surrounding area),
7715 &3 Zv)skMaximize the economic stimulus
effects), AHFAI & A2k L= (Conformity
between project plan and direction of policy), 437]¥2]
A F1o)x] @ ME% FrisHMaximize preference
and wiling of the performing organizations for proceeding
the project), Akde] F=HIA = 22 3HOptimize degree of
preparing of projects), ALxE 7HFsA StHEHMaximize
possibility of procuring the fund), &4 #73 g1 7}
54 Sh3HMaximize possibility to secure the physical
environment), T1-L4AY Z A~8KMinimize possibility to occur
the civil complain), o159} &1 7}54 = disHMaximize
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Table 4. Feature of experts
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Table 5. Parameter estimation results
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Table 6. The results of calculating the importances of

Attributes for evaluating 35 = 5 attributes
averse | neutral | prone
) Maximize the Residential 1st class political . .
attributel 0 0 20 2nd class policy attributes
Satisfaction of Residents goal BONCY
Maximize Improvement effect of weight '
i Final
attribute2 Aging Facilities 1 0 19 Distribution |Weight Distribution Weight | applying w;ight
Maximize Improvement effect of Ist class
attribute3 | residential Environment at the 7 4 9 Maximize the Residential 0.4444 | 0.2765 0.0458
Surrounding area Satisfaction of Residents ’ ' :
imi ic sti Maximize Improvement
attributes | M1&IMize the economic stimulus |, 1 8 Maximize nerover 0.2585 | 0.1608 |0.0266
effects the core effect of Aging Facilities
conformity between project plan effectiveness 0.6221 | Maximize Improvement effect
attribute5 and direction of policy ! 4 15 of policy of residential Environment at|0.1710| 0.1064 |0.0176
Maximize preference and willing the Surrounding area
attribute6 | of the performing organizations 0 6 14 Maximize the economic 4.2008| 2.6134 |0.4328
for proceeding the project stimulus effects
) Optimize degree of preparing of conformity between project
attribute” projects 3 4 13 Maximize the plan and direction of policy 3.3007/ 0.9390 | 0.1555
Maximize possibility of procuring consistency Maximize preference and
attribute8 he f 7 2 " and willing of the performing
the fund . 0.2845 _ 3.24221 0.9223 |0.1527
Maximize possibility to secure the willingness organizations for proceeding
attribute9 _ ; 5 4 1 of carryin the project
physical environment l‘ry ¢ — proj -
attribute10 Minimize possibility to occur the 6 6 6 policy Optimize degreg of prepaning| , oo | (8597 |0 1473
civil complain - O.f prOJeolts”
) Maximize possibility to secure the Maximize possioility of 0.5662| 0.0529 |0.0088
attribute11 ) 9 5 6 procuring the fund
housing for temporary move P il
aximize possibility to secure
Minimize Possibity 0.4706 | 0.0440 |0.0073
ok the physical environment
risks on
) 0.0934 | Minimize possibility to occur
4 _ = B carrying the . . .
8) &g 414 Aivisl 7k A/ s e gdelolol s, 4 oS the oivil complain | -2/ | 0:0241 100040
7|5 A ARl AL shR st HMEoL et e shAl= Maximize possibility to secure
QAR HE7}o] A &4 A4 Ul syl Ko 2Fofsleict the housing for temporary |{0.1035| 0.0097 |0.0016
9) ©rd&A w8tk ol whet 71, frad, S & A4y move
s B 2718 5 oy 71A)7)F 98 4= k(S 9] 2008) total 1 total - - 1
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Table 7. Summary of analyzed results

Political alternative Maintenance Remodeling

Attributes Average| Sum |Rank |Average| Sum |[Rank

Maximize the Residential

Satisfaction of Residents 0.0073 |0.1467| 5 |0.0271|0.5428| 5

Maximize Improvement effect

) 0.0036 |0.0717| 7 ]0.0132]0.2638| 6
of Aging Facilities

Maximize Improvement effect
of residential Environment at | 0.0026 |0.0527| 9 |0.0085|0.1697| 7
the Surrounding area

Maximize the economic

. 0.094111.8826| 1 |0.2983|5.9667| 1
stimulus effects

conformity between project

- ) 0.0305(0.6093| 3 |0.1001 |2.0012| 2
plan and direction of policy

Maximize preference and willing
of the performing organizations | 0.0251 {0.5025| 4 |0.0754 |1.5082| 4
for proceeding the project

Optimize degree of preparing

) 0.0718(1.4359| 2 ]0.0812(1.6230| 3
of projects

Maximize possibility of

) 0.00430.0863| 6 |0.0046|0.0916| 8
procuring the fund

Maximize possibility to secure

; ; 0.003410.0687| 8 |0.0042|0.0836| 9
the physical environment

Minimize possibility to occur the

- ) 0.0021|0.0412] 10 |0.0026 [0.0516| 10
civil complain

Maximize possibility to secure

) 0.0012]0.0240| 11 |0.0010]0.0192| 11
the housing for temporary move

Value of utility function 0.2461 0.6161
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