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Abstract : Recently, the concepts of community adaptation and ability to restore have been emphasized in order to evaluate
disaster vulnerability and risk exposure level. In particular, the concept of disaster management that voluntarily takes
measures prior to disaster situations has been introduced based on participatory disaster management that the community
should take responsibility for one's own safety. This study diagnosed the community response capability on four model areas
such as Goseong-gun and Gimhae-si, Gyeongsangnam-do and Gimcheon-si and Bonghwa-gun, Gyeongsangbuk-do and
represented the Community Preparedness Indicator(CPI) for each region as a result.
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Table 1. Questionnaire content

Ttem Content (38)
1 Safety property, infrastructure (5)
2 Storage relief goods (6)
3 Shelter shelter information (6)

Special support vulnerable Populations (6)

Community linkage participating degree (7)

Emergency contact network of emergency (4)

Training education and Training (4)
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Table 2. Result of multiple regression analysis

case R significance probability VIF
case A 0.236 1.291E-22 1.709
case B 0.219 5.050E-19 2.028
case C 0.176 1.507E-11 1.928
case D 0.198 3.873E-15 1.641
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Table 3. RMSE, Correlation coefficient

RMSE correlation coefficient
case
Validation Test Validation Test
case A 1.606 1.525 0.72 0.95
case B 1.564 1.532 0.90 0.94
case C 1.500 1.511 0.99 0.97
case D 1.535 1.511 1.00 0.98
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Table 4. Weighted value

Item case C case D
Safety 0.08 0.11
Storage 0.18 0.27
Shelter 0.09 0.14
Special support 0.03 0.07
Community linkage 0.24 0.15
Emergency contact 0.09 0.03
Training 0.28 0.23
Total 1.00 1.00

Table 5. Regional CPI

site case C case D equal weighting
Goseong-gun 4.20 3.98 28.41
Gimhae-si 3.88 3.76 26.32
Gimcheon-si 4.20 4.01 28.65
Bonghwa-gun 4.70 4.56 32.28
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Table 7. Result of CPI

Item Goseong Gimhae Gimcheon | Bonghwa
Safety 0.09 -0.13¢ 0.01 0.29
Storage 0.119 0.04 0.04 0.23"
Shelter 0.06 -0.07 -0.06 0.34
Special ©

0.00 -0.13 0.11 0.36
Support
Community 0.12 0.22° 0.14 0.17
Linkage
Emergency 0.03 0.140 0.11 0.26
Contact
Training 0.13 -0.16" 0.04 0.40
CPI 0.06 -0.15 0.05 0.39
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Table 8. CPI vs, Flood damage

site CPI flood damage feature
Gimhae-si -0.15 1 town/plain
Goseong-gun 0.06 4 coast
Bonghwa-gun 0.39 11 mountain
Gimcheon-si 0.05 25 town/plain
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