SKARASIBIX| 48(2): 45~55, 2020, 4. PISSN 12251755 eISSN 2288-9566
J. KILA Vol. 48, No. 2, pp. 45~55, April, 2020 https://doi.ora/10.9715/KILA.2020.48.2.045

AS A A9l whE A ZAFD 2H A AT

Qualitative Equity of Neighborhood Parks in Daegu
According to Socioeconomic Status

Jung, Mijeong’ - Jung, Taeyeol”

‘Graduate Student, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Kyungpook National University

"Associate Professor, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Kyungpook National University

ABSTRACT

In terms of environmental justice, urban parks play a pivotal role in imperative amenities allowing for physical activity.
The reasonable distribution of urban park services must be considered in terms of community demand and the context
of the park. The purpose of this study is to analyze the inequity of qualitative park service according to the socioeconomic
status(SES) in Daegu. The qualitative service was assessed for 82 neighborhood and walking-distance parks by utilizing
the NGST(Neighborhood Green Space Tool). The inequity was analyzed by SES variables(ratio of basic living recipients,
ratio of single-parent families, average housing sales, dilapidated dwelling ratio, and park area per capita). The features
of the qualitative equity in Daegu is as follows. First, urban park planning in Daegu is in parallel with the development
of residential areas rather than the local policy. The development pattern of parks stretching from center of the city to
outskirts clearly dissociates the city based on socioeconomic status. The parks in the center are relatively old and poorly
managed. Second, overall neighborhood parks lacked recreational facilities. The facilities are significantly influenced by
the housing values around them. The lower the recreation facility score, the higher the floor gradient of the urban parks
constraining physical activities. Third, the quantitative supply of parks has nothing to do with the quality of the urban
parks. Green space distribution is highly dependent on natural park areas, so the park area per capita cannot be a standard
for assessing qualitative equity.

Key Words: Environmental Justice, Park Quality Evaluation, Physical Feature Equity
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A9 E sz F3A171 #7378 9] (environmental justice) & U AfolA T Eala ok A7k whgl Z71A e 2
TEQTE EAIAE 2 g3 HePspgel A B T2 HAZS A3 P Huj= A BASE AHsl, FF
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Table 1. Overseas research on park service inequity

Socioeconomic

Researcher Year | Target area status variables

Park service

Coen & Ross | 2006 |Montreal | 12t condition of
Quality residents

Crawford ef al | 2008 |Melbourne |Earning

Population density,
Wolch et al 2002 |Los Angeles |elderly ratio, poverty
rate, race

Quantity Unemployment rate,
foreigner rate,
population density,

academic background

Schule ef al. 2017 | Munich

Weiss et al 2011 |New York |Poverty rate, race

Quality and

quantity  |Hoffimann et a/ | 2017 |Porto EDI(European

Deprivation Index)

Earning, academic

Jim & Shan 2013 | Guangzhou background

Awareness

Carter & Horwitz 2014 |Perth Infrastructure
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Table 2. Researches of quantitative park service inequity in Korea

Researcher | Year SES variables Target area Method Result
Ryu ef al | 2002 | Population density Daegu Designate as insufficient %rea wheg Areas with high populatlon. density hfive low park
park area is less than 2m” per capita | green area and many low-income residents.
Analyze urban ereen imbalance usin: Gini coefficient for urban green parks for
Jung and Lee | 2008 | Population, park area Changwon vze urban gt . & .. usne population is 0.4 or higher, and its imbalance is
Lorentz curve and Gini coefficient .
serious,
Children ratio, low-income GIS buffer analysis using park service | The lower SES the community has, the poorer
Lim et al | 2009 | ratio, car ownership, Seongnam i g b . v has. poo
. . area access to urban parks is.
dilapidated house ratio
Lee and Lee | 2010 | Park area per capita Busan Evaluation of planned and actual park | Some cases suffered from shortage of park supply.

supply by Huff model

Prioritizing for park planning is required.

Population density, women
ratio, under-age ratio, basic-
living recipient ratio, free
housing ratio, elderly ratio

Seo and Jun | 2011
area

T-test between SES and living
Daegu | service area in and out of park service | elderly ratio, basic living recipients ratio, and free

Indicators for environmental inequity in Daegu are

housing ratio.

Land price, estimated

Comparison of park service area by

Park service areas have higher income levels and

Bae and Kim | 2013 iz;?tl:g' park area per Cheongu non-hierarchical cluster analysis higher land prices compared to other areas.
Moon and Ban| 2015 Population, estimated Cheongiu Comparison of SES in and out of Population within park service area is larger than

earning, land price

park service area

population outsie of service areas.
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otk o & F9 WAL 018 hEFA 29 - 94,
g wEth

TALLE ol F55 ARBIAAA Q907 22 AL 9vlst
T, GAGLE el F4F I A7 S oujsitt 7
w7k Q1 & FHHAE SAglY, SR 7 v
&, 7|Z2FEAEA vE, 255N gE A g sgdth
o 7] WFES S AAAA AREAA A 9)(SES:
Sociceconomic Status) AFE WE7] {8 2 MEES At
SH(normalization) #g< AT Ftsh= vl MLIE 0
3 1 AlelZ W3] dloly X & A= Wiolth Kim

a
(20152) & 7%, THA v, o
A7k NZAETA VIS R
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Table 3. Selection of socioeconomic status(SES) variables

Variable Researcher Frequency Data} Net / Selected
collection | reserve
Population Ryu et al(2002), Wolch et al(2002), Lee et al(2005), Smoyer-Tomic et a/(2007), Jung and 9 0 /-
density Lee(2008), Lee and Lee(2010), Seo and Jun(2011), Kim(2015a), Schule et al(2017)
Elderly Cutter ef 4/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic e /(2007), Seo and Jun(2011), Kim(2015a) 4 0 -
proportion
Wolch ef al(2002), Cutter ef al(2003), Lee ef al(2005), Giles-Corti ef a/(2005), Heynen ef

Fammi al(2006), Taylor et al(2007), Barbosa et al(2007), Smoyer-Tomic et al(2007), Crawford ef 5 N

anne al(2008), Lim et al(2009), Cohen et 2/(2012). Bae and Kim(2013), Carter and Horwitz(2014),

Moon and Ban(2015), Engelberg ef al(2016)

Rentershi Talen(1998), Cutter ef a/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Heynen ef a/(2006), Smoyer-Tomic 6 )

CHEISAP ot 21(2007), Carter and Horwitz(2014)
Non-anglo Talen(1998), Wolch ef a/(2002), Cutter ef a/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef al(2004), Lee ef al(2005),

?g Heynen ef al(2006), Taylor ef al(2007), Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2007), Dai(2011), Engelberg ef 11 -
PrOPOrtion 1/ (2016), Schule e a/(2017)
Housing value Talen(1998), Cutter ef a/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Smoyer-Tomic et a(2007), Comber 9 o 4 o
g et al(2008), Lim ef a/(2009), Dai(2011), Seo and Jun(2011), Li and Liu(2016)

rsalgfle_pare“t Talen(1998), Cutter ef 2/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef a(2004), Smoyer-Tomic et a/(2007), Dai(2011) 5 o - o
Children ratio | Cutter ef a/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Lim ef al(2009), Seo and Jun(2011), Kim(2015a) 5 0 +/-
Low-income | Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Lim ef a/(2009), Dai(2011), Seo and Jun(2011), Weiss ef a/(2011),

. . 6 (@] + @)
ratio Kim(2015a)
Car ownership | Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Giles-Corti et a/(2005), Lim ef a/(2009), Dai(2011) 4
Green area Heynen ef a/(2006), Jung and Lee(2008), Lim ef a/(2009), Lee and Lee(2010), Weiss ef a/(2011) 5 o) + o}
Length of | o er-Tomic ef a1(2004), Lim ef 21(2009), Li and Liu(2016) 3 +
residence
Economically
active Comber et al(2008) 1 +
population
Women Cutter ef 2/(2003), Seo and Jun(2011), Jim and Shan(2013) 3 o -
population
Unemployment | Cutter ef a/(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef a/(2004), Giles-Corti ef a/(2005), Smoyer-Tomic ef 6 .
rate al(2007), Dai(2011), Schule ef a/(2017)
Land price Bae and Kim(2013), Moon and Ban(2015), Kim(2015a) 3 o) +
Academic Cutter ef al(2003), Smoyer-Tomic ef al(2004), Giles-Corti ef al(2005), Smoyer-Tomic ef
background al(2007), Taylor ef al(2007), Jim and Shan(2013), Carter and Horwitz(2014), Li and Liu(2016), 9 +

CREIOUNE | sehule er a(2017)
z"efessmal Cutter ef a/(2003), Dai(2011), Li and Liu(2016), Schule ef a/(2017) 4 +
Infrastructure | Talen(1998), Cutter ef a/(2003), Coen and Ross(2006) 3 o} +
Table 4. Information of socioeconomic status(SES) variables

Variable Contents Date Reference

Ratio of single-parent Percentage of single-parent family eligible for Family Support Act in the entire population of 2018 Daegu City Hall

family administrative-dong Women & Family

Ratio of basic living Percentage of Basic Living Security Act subjects in the entire population of Daegu City Hall
. o 2018 .
recipients administrative-dong Women & Family

Average housing sales Mean Sales of apartments, detached houses, row houses and officetels in administrative-dong 2018 | SEE:Real Map

Statistical Geographic

Dilapidated house ratio Proportion of old houses more than 20 years in the entire houses of administrative-dong 2018 ) .

Information Service
Park area per capita Natural or urban park area per one person 2018 | 2018 Daegu Park
SES Mean of 5 normalized variables
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Table 5. Changed items of NGST Table 7. NGST assessors intraclass correlation
Category Items Ch:nged Reason 1'|Reason 2”|Reason 3™ Category Score Ic P
1ems Assessor 1 | Assessor 2

Recreation | S 2ieboard | Recreation o o Accessibility(AC) 12914403 | 12774410 | 968(950-.979) | 000
T (S]

facilities amp Is:q?ar Recreation facilities(RA) | 7.03+2.39 | 6.67+2.10 |.868(.802-.913) | .000

1

(RA) Etcetera equﬁsnem 0 0 0 Amenity(AM) 1534359 | 1528378 | .797(.702-.864) | .000

Amenity Rubbish bin | Toilet 0 0 Natural features(NA) 14424337 | 1372325 |.870(.805-.914) | .000

(AM) Dog bin Signal Incivility (IN) 2062+2.30 | 20.62+2.72 | .824(.740-.883) | .000

NGST 70.32£9.96 | 69.05+11.28 | .917(.873-.945) | .000

Trees /shrubs

Natural folants Trees O )

falucs — Nz A7 Aol7k e 797} BRCEE Pelsdr A%

NA Flower bed 0 0 . .

OWEr DS | plants AHEH 323} 7R Table 63 7k,
Incivilty | Evidence of | Evidence o o HAE Hr7p7|ES 2438 HrAE 838 2 FAR= 2019
T r—— 39 W5 2odvi 35 44N APHYT. H7A
ects pilot test results =

™o ZEp|z 2| 0] <] o [¢) ez} =3

~ Reflects the research in Korea that used NGST T B T EA oA d A3 TR, A el E

™" Ttems from other park quality evaluation tools 2ol S ZANARITE SR8t BrAE AR es A3

31 71 el s B7HIEAE veplle FW/dEA

by L W 5 A= =2 A Ay - -

J?)r, W7 doAol e WEEs tE 2A et 22 B3 AZaAtHTable 7 #2). 527} 06 o]Ao|d

g =] NGST o] 84Kl 5 Zsl Table 59F 72¢] WA N E7} =y B 2 9w, ZAl] e = 571

2103 oko] = o~ EHTC I Eo q i3 L

St mheRe] 071-, SACIERE Y= 52 S A B FYATA S MEEE BT ()70 YoBE A3 g

A gong Azt §99 24, dANOH BY B0 L me aguy

AsHHeh oAU EN(AM) F-oll M 22871, oA v 2

FHS F2A A% 7] YR WE) BAETAN B 3 ojmupy

THLE e :

Gidlow ef al(2012)& NGSTE 7Wdshs oA wFE= el A2 H7F A4l NGST A57h 18915 vekel ¥
WWEE FEES AN, ofruE FEold vHlF I 9& do| Jodt ZATHoT Bk I Y3t A&
g, P, 22X, #2409 93 HolE Fol Uit = AR Zh7ke] ALS AR A A9 W47 12915 v)w o) T %)
ol AlAel 7|et S FdE HAE F RE FUAM A 97k e PAFO R HolTh AR AAH A 97t GomA ¥
gudy|fR 71Salong Sy WridEe s BEgln 49| o] gopt A& &4 WS AL Yokl 7PgsiaL
EF AASE 54 57F A sk oplst A ¥ A 3 A A 2o el ZolEgith

Table 6. Park assessment contents of NGST

Category Items Weight
o Number of entrances, existence of pedestrian -
Z4 =]
(Ajcc(;)ssmmty roads around parks, short-cut, quantity and 18% I“ . EEI' 5:' -T'—,é!'

quality of pedestrian roads

Recreation Sports court, field, recreation square, playground, 1. [H__'I_ A| EE._%?;J o| | I.j H,J‘&' %Jél

facilities fitness equipment, playground, quantity and 16%

(RA) quality of open space for walking —olo - T o S

i AN AAR WAL BEAe2 G, 4
. L . "

(ap | Seetines. tolet, signal, lighting 2% ?4_%73( . OB (AM), F2A(AC), Bageld A4

Natural (RA) "Oi A Mu|27F FwEI UATH Table 8 #%)

features Lawn, tree, shrubs/plants, water feature 20% A= Aol AA G ol AA "7t whg e Aule

gz o olAd AJA BEEAE Holt}l skxuk ALEA

Incivility Rubbish, evidence of alcohol, evidence of 4% 17 g fagold A #EEAS BRItk SR A8l

(IN) smoking, graffiti, broken glass, vandalism 7 AA A7t 384G ol el A g2 HYERT o] M

NGST Sum of each category 7F 453 =4k o] JuS 399 A 7Hx B HTolA

50 SHRxZSBIX| H| 48 2520204 42)
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Table 8. NGST assessment scores by SES quartile

Table 9. Socioeconomic status of villages in Daegu

SES quartile AC RA AM NA IN [NGST Higher group Lower group
Less than 8955 | 6671 | 12821 | 13.808 | 20528 | 62.781 No| District | Village SES 1o | District Village SES
first quartile score score
First (;o » 12007 | 5561 | 14982 | 13037 | 17975 | 63561 1 |Suseong |Manchon 10890 | 1 |Nam Daemyung 6 | 0.081
second quartiie 2 |Dalseong | Yuga 0692 | 2 |Dalseo | Wolsung 2 | 0.095
Second o, 13085 | 6246 | 15721 | 13266 | 21056 | 69698 3 |Suseong |Gosan2 | 0681 |3 |Seo  |Pyungi3 | 0174
third quartile
4 |Dalseong |Dasa 0675 | 4 [Nam Daemyung 5 | 0.222
More than . . p
A . 14309 | 8137 | 16560 | 14.876 | 21.394 | 75.351 Bullo -
third quartile 5 |Dong Bongmmu 0644 | 5 |Dalseo | Sindang 0.236
Mean 12842 | 6850 | 15310 | 14.070 | 20.616 | 69.687
6 |Dalseo Yongsan 1 | 0.616 | 6 |Seo Naedang 4 0.239
j‘é ﬁ' 0] /5}9/] }\1 H] '}: _g_ 113:1‘_1 9\ %‘\E]‘ 7 Dalseong Gqu 0604 7 |Buk Gwaneum 0265
8 | Dalseo Jincheon 0593 | 8 |Dong Sinam 1 0.270
_ _ 9 |Buk Gwanmun | 0590 | 9 [Dong Dongchon 0.285
2 CHFA| AS|ZM|A X9 ZA|Z2lo| ZA Jlx
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