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A Study for Benefit Calculation of Bicycle Roadway Construction using
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Abstract

In implementing transportation projects, benefits have been estimated using conventional benefit components. However,
these components have a lot of assumptions and limitations for benefit estimations and thus it seems to be difficult to obtain
values of parameters as well as to overlook benefits of non-market goods in calculation process. Inother words, current benefit
estimations are considered that can be solely measured by directly depending on traffic volumes. Existing economic analysis do
not reflect the full benefits, including direct and indirect of the project implementations. To illustrate this fact, bicycle road con-
struction can result in various functional benefits, including improved quality of life, balanced regional development, and good
scenery composition. These benefits can not be explained with conventional economic analysis. The objective of this research
is to estimate valuation of bicycle road construction using Contingent Valuation Method (CVM). CVM can evaluate user's
direct willingness-to-pay as well as maximize bicycle utilization with balanced regional development. This research used the
coastline bicycle road construction project for example. The proposed method can be well calculated or estimated benefits for
non-market goods of bicycle road constructions using CVM.
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1 Mobility

+ Annual mobility benefit = M*V/60(existing commuters + new commuters)*50*5*2
1714, M = 7|70] Znld
V =3RRI ARZIA] 507, 59, 23] (B4) 7%
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2 Health

- Annual health benefit = total new cyclists*$128
3714, $1282 A ZARE A1992] $19914 $1,1752]2] Median value 24

3 Recreation

- Annaual recreation benefit = D*365
714, DERAAAA DS AN NFAINT X 24 A2 A A 0] BAF- M 28T Ao A

Community Livability

Benefit p : regression coefficient

+ Community livability benefit = ((De — Dn)/De)* #/100*P(-1)
714, De : ARAAERS FH o= VA= G
Dn : Buffer Size(t3% 22 200, 400, 600m)

P : metro median home sale price

5 Externalities Benefit

+ Annual Externalities benefit = new commuters*L*S*50%5
&J7]A, L : Average Round Trip Length(ZF$] : mile)
S : Congestion Saving per mile

* (urban : 13cents, suburban : 8cents, small and rural : 1cents
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