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The Impact of a Basic Environmental Facility Siting
on Land Prices : A Case of Sewage Disposal Plant
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ABSTRACT

This research analyzed the effect of a basic environmental facility siting on the
difference in land prices using a case study of Jisan sewage disposal plant in Daegu
metropolitan city. To do so, two buffer zones were generated around Jisan sewage
disposal plant to 400m at an interval of 200m as a setback distance and 822 officially
announced individual land prices were acquired from Korea Ministry of Land,
Infrastructure and Transport MOLIT). Paired samples t—test was performed to compare
the mean difference in land prices before and after Jisan sewage disposal plant siting.
Results show that the mean land price from each buffer zone was slightly increased after
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the siting and the difference was statistically significant. Also, the results indicate that the
mean land price within 200m was lower than that between 200m and 400m before the
siting while there was not different in the mean land price for both buffer zones after the
siting. Because Jisan sewage disposal plant did not have a stench and a larger capacity
and its surrounding areas were blended by commercial and residential uses, a sewage
disposal plant siting had little effect on the fall in land prices unlike previous studies. The
findings from this research will provide new reference data for local government and local

people with conflicting views on the siting of a basic environmental facility.
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Il isan Sewage Disposal Plant
[_10-200m Buffer Zone
[ 200 - 400m Buffer Zone

FIGURE 2. Two buffer zones
around Jisan sewage disposal plant
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TABLE 1. Paired samples statistics before and after siting within 200m

Paired samples statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 2001 448043.32 277 214255.13 12873.34
2003 473154.87 277 228775.58 13745.79
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TABLE 2. Paired samples t—test before and after siting within 200m

Paired samples test
Paired differences
95% Confidence interval

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Ermor of the difference t df - Sig. (2tailed)
Mean
Lower Upper
Pair 23833_ O511155  78169.71 469676 3435758 1586552 535 276 000
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TABLE 3. Paired samples statistics before and after siting from 200 to 400m

Paired samples statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 2001 450823.49 545 268245.39 11490.37
2003 473576.33 545 205015.45 8781.90

TABLE 4. Paired samples t—test before and after siting from 200 to 400m

Paired samples test
Paired differences
95% Confidence interval

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error of the difference t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Lower Upper
Pair 22%103_ 0T84 210916.66 903468  —40490.97 500572 252 544 012

TABLE 5. Mean land price by distance in 2003

Setback distance Mean land price
0—200m 474063.9
200—400m 474190.3

TABLE 6. Mean land price by distance in 2001

Setback distance Mean land price
0—200m 4402421
200—400m 450823.5
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