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The Relationship Between the Intrazonal Trip and the Regional
Characteristic with the Navigation Data
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Abstract

In general, transportation infrastructures in the non-capital regions have an insufficient
investment. The problem is the insufficient investment to transport services not only causes
regional isolation but also puts limitation on economic participation of population so that
people tend to choose a vehicle as a mode and make intra-zonal trips. So, this study aims at
analyzing a regional disparity between the regions with the intra-zonal trips. With the
navigation data, this paper counts the arrival and departure traffic for each regions in Korea.
Then the study calculates the intra-zonal traffic and its' ratio. With the traffic analysis
zones(TAZs) are divided into two groups by the intra-zonal trip rate, this study analyzes the
relationship between the TAZs and the regional characteristics. To define the regional
characteristics, this study considers the economic aspects and transportation aspects. Group 1
which has a high ratio of intra-zonal trips shows a lower level of regional consumption tax,
fiscal self-reliance ratio and public transport market share than Group 2 which has a row
ratio of intra-zonal trips. However, Group 1 has the higher number of vehicle registration per
person than Group 2. As the results, the Group 1 has a much lower level than Group 2 in
economic and transportation aspects.
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Table 2. Selected TAZs

A
Group 1 Group 2
Innerzonal Trip Rate Innerzonal Trip Rate
Field Si—gun—gu KTDB Trip Navig‘ation Field Si—gun—gu KTDB Trip Navig‘ation
Trip Trip
1 JB Gunsan 87% 75% 1 DG Jung-gu 13% 4%
2 Kw Wonju 88% 73% 2 GN Haman 61% 7%
3 IN Yeosu 92% 71% 3 S Jongno 14% 7%
4 CB Chungu 87% 68% 4 S Dongjak 25% 7%
5 GB Gyeongju 75% 56% 5 S Geumcheon 26% 7%
6 N Suncheon 76% 56% 6 S Gwangjin 29% 7%
7 GN Jinhae 69% 48% 7 S Yongsan 28% 8%
8 JB Wansan 65% 45% 8 S Jung-gu 13% 8%
9 CN Asan 86% 42% 9 GG Sujeong 30% 8%
10 GG Paju 61% 42% 10 GG Ojeong 27% 8%
11 GG Pocheon 72% 39% 11 BS Dongnae 32% 8%
12 JB Deokjin 58% 39% 12 S Seongdong 24% 9%
13 GG |Pyeongtaek 76% 39% 13 BS Yeonje 31% 9%
14 GG Yeoju 75% 33% 14 DG Seo-gu 40% 9%
15 GG Uijeongbu 56% 32% 15 GG Uiwang 35% 9%
Average 75% 51% Average 25% 8 %
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Table 3. Intra-zonal trip rate of TAZs

Group 1 Group 2

Innerz Innerz

Ranky  Si-gun-gu EI)'?i?)l Rank|  Si-gun-gu El).rr};l
Rate Rate

1| JB | Gunsan | 75% | 1 | DG | Jung-gu | 4%
2 |KW| Wonju |73% | 2 | GN| Haman | 7%
3]IJN| Yeosu |71% | 3 | S | Jongno | 7%
4 | CB| Chungu | 68% | 4 | S | Dongjak | 7%
5 | GB |Gyeongju| 56% | 5 | S [Geumcheon| 7%
6 | JN |Suncheon| 56% | 6 | S |Gwangjin| 7%
7 |GN| Jinhae [48% | 7 | S |Yongsan| 8%
8| JB | Wansan |45% | 8 | S |Jung-gu| 8%
9 | CN Asan 42% | 9 | GG | Sujeong | 8%
10 | GG Paju 42% | 10 | GG | Ojeong | 8%
11 | GG | Pocheon | 39% | 11 | BS |Dongnae| 8%
12| JB | Deokjin | 39% | 12| S [Seongdong| 9%
13 | GG |Pyeongtaek| 39% | 13 | BS | Yeonje | 9%
14| GG | VYeoju |[33% |14 | DG | Seo-gu | 9%
15 | GG |Ujjeongbu| 32% | 15 | GG | Uiwang | 9%
Average 51% Average 8%
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Table 4. Index of regional characteristic analysis

Field Analysis Factor
Econo-| 11 | - Other area commute employee
mic | 1-2 - Regional Vat per person
! Activa-| 1-3. - Finance independency ratio
tion [y 4 - Fiscal self-reliance ratio
Traffic| 2-1. - Number of car registration
2 |Activa-| 2-2. - Transit mode choice ratio
tion | 2-3 |- area of road / area of si-gun-qu
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sort no. | unit {(won) {won)
1| JB | Gunsan | 875378 | 1 | DG [Junggu|1,773,706
- 9 9 _
1L % 84% 2 [ kw | Wonju [413576| 2 | GN |Hamanl1,317,006
| | Economic 1-2. won | 833,774 | 1,652,387 3 [N | Yeosu [1,035835] 3 | S [Jongno[3,610,772
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I — i o . 15 | GG ijeongbu] 537,171 | 15 | GG |Uiwang] 845,505
S WESHHIE 191004 5918 ARloke RAIE2 Average | 833774] _ Average 11652387
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Table 7. Financial independence ratio and Fiscal self-reliance ratio by groups

Group 1 Group 2
Rank Si-gun-gu 1-3 1-4 Rank Si-gun-gu 1-3 1-4

1 JB Gunsan 59.2% 27.1% 1 DG Junggu 54.2% 34.7%
2 KW Wonju 63.5% 26.7% 2 GN Haman 66.0% 24.2%
3 IN Yeosu 68.4% 31.9% 3 S Jongno 76.8% 61.0%
4 CB Chungu 64.0% 18.8% 4 S Dong- jak 63.6% 40.0%
5 GB Gyeongju 64.8% 25.2% 5 S | Geumc- heon 60.5% 39.1%
6 IN Suncheon 65.9% 21.8% 6 S Gwangjin 64.6% 34.2%
7 GN Jinhae 69.0% 42.8% 7 S Yongsan 70.1% 55.4%
8 JB Wansan 62.6% 32.3% 8 S Junggu 79.3% 70.9%
9 CN Asan 67.3% 48.5% 9 GG Sujeong 80.6% 65.2%
10 | GG Paju 66.2% 46.3% 10 | GG Ojeong 68.0% 45.9%
11 GG Pocheon 66.1% 29.5% 11 BS | Dong- nae 42.4% 25.9%
12 JB Deokjin 62.6% 32.3% 12 S | Seong- dong 714% 48.7%
13 GG | Pyeongtaek 65.8% 45.1% 13 BS Yeonje 489% 32.3%
14 | GG Yeoju 70.3% 38.2% 14 | DG Seo-gu 40.5% 19.9%
15 GG Uijeongbu 59.7% 33.3% 15 | GG Uiwang 74.3% 47.7%

Average 65.0% 33.3% Average 64.1% 43.0%
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Table 8. the Number of vehicle registration per person and the public transport market share by groups

Group 1 Group 2
Rank Si-gun-gu 2-1 2-2 Rank Si-gun-gu 2-1 2-2
1 JB Gunsan 042 17.06% 1 DG Junggu 0.70 20.81%
2 Kw Wonju 041 16.04% 2 GN Haman 0.72 18.81%
3 IN Yeosu 0.39 19.97% 3 S Jongno 032 58.35%
4 B Chungu 043 11.39% 4 S Dong- jak 0.25 60.31%
5 GB Gyeongju 046 19.64% 5 S Geume- heon 033 54.23%
6 N Suncheon 040 22.95% 6 S Gwangjin 0.26 47.76%
7 GN Jinhae 049 22.70% 7 S Yongsan 032 40.77%
8 JB Wansan 040 2042% 8 S Junggu 0.44 46.52%
9 CN Asan 044 22.73% 9 GG Sujeong 0.32 46.22%
10 GG Paju 040 24.38% 10 GG Ojeong 0.32 34.40%
11 GG Pocheon 0.52 15.11% 11 BS Dong- nae 031 38.02%
12 JB Deokjin 040 18.14% 12 S Seong- dong 03 51.64%
13 GG Pyeongtaek 044 2043% 13 BS Yeonje 038 3343%
14 GG Yeoju 0.52 8.87% 14 DG Seo-gu 0.37 13.87%
15 GG Uijeongbu 0.30 39.69% 15 GG Uiwang 0.35 30.75%
Average 043 19.97% Average 0.38 39.73%
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