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Abstract

The study for establishment of a model to measure and evaluate level of decision making
of governance of urban regeneration should be preceded to make governance settle as a new
alternative for establishment of urban regeneration.
This study derives the major agenda of process of Urban Regeneration Project in
Jungang-dong, Cheongju-si and the influence of decision making of governance participants,
which divided into ideal influence and real situation, is derived quantitatively. Quantified data is
conducted by panel data analysis can coincide.
Analysis result suggests that local resident capacity building project should be preceded for
urban regeneration governance to evolve into a civil society-centered governance based on
consensual decision-making. Urban regeneration projects have resulted in the need for
long-term support policies through phased assessment.
This study is meaningful to derive the influence of decision making quantitatively by
governance participants and to take a new departure analyzing change factors through
statistical analysis about this influence, based on evidences about urban regeneration
governance of Jungang-dong in Cheongju-si.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Urban Regeneration

Loy o

Governance
Characteristics Details
Common purpose: activation
Purpose of deteriorated urban areas

1. Active and constant
participation by residents
2. Solicitude for low-income

Process and vulnerable classes
3 Application of
sustainability and local
resource potential
Cooperative participants:

1. Directly relevant
stakeholders of urban
regeneration projects
2. Decision makers for

Scope proceeding ) urban
Part regeneration projects
icip
ant Generic  participants: entire
s group influenced by urban
regeneration projects
: Network, participation, and
Relation cooperation
Existence of interest of each
Interest participant
Decision making & | Communal decision making

operation and cooperative governance
Based on
scope Local governance

Gov Based on

o government | Central governance, polar

anc stance and governance, friendly
community governance

e level

T eve

yp

e Country centered
Based on governance, community
perspectives | centered governance, market

centered governance

Source: Kwon, Jeong Ju, 2015, Impact Analysis in Decision
Making by the Type of Governance Participants for
Urban Regeneration
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Table 2. Major Agenda of Urban Regeneration
Project Process

Agenda Date Major content
<Urban regeneration
b 1 technique expected to appl
Discussion in Junqan —dgn i
of project | 201 g g. g .
. *Meeting with local residents
site  and | 0. 7. . .
. for requesting their
proceedin .
lans cooperation and agreement
gp «Field application of
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M
|

block-based parking system zone
«Discussion of D 7 . .
. . «Discussion of carless street
community-driven market Landscape
. . . landscape such as tree type
activation and  additional project of | 201 and size
regeneration techniques carless | 1.5 . . .
—— «Discussion of project area
«Set transforming images of Jungang-r )
. and operation plans
D 2 Jungang-dong to history and o
Inauguration culture based as a basic goal Dicussion  of  application
of  urban eInaugurate proceeding possibility and efficiency
regeneration 501 assembly for localizing and «Discussion of product type,
proceeding 0 market activation of D 8 location of display, operation
assembly 10 " | Jungang-dong Operation | 201 | plans, etc.
a n d ' «Establishment plan of urban of flea | 1. 7. | <Discussion of support range
discussion regeneration trust center market of Cheongju-si
of operation «Organization plan of «Discussion of support range
plans assembly for Jungang-dong of urban regeneration trust
market activation center
D 3 «Jungang-dong flea market, «Selection of artists
Discussion local currency, consignment D9:  Test participating in flea market
o ¢ operation of empty stores, operation | 201 | <Discussion of events and
. ial shoppi of fl 1.9 ti |
proceeding | 201 social shopping . ea promotion plans '
lans o | 0 *Market activation  project market «Discussion of test operation
P " | using  Jungang-ro  carless period and operation plans
market| 1. —
| road D10 «Application of empty stores
b .a C € Activation plan of market Applicatio and rent conservation
activation . . s -
roiect publicity and applied stores n of 201 *Application of  existing
P survey technique empty 1 stores and transfer plans
D 4 - . stores in " | +Supporti I f
o *Materialize  project scope 11. pporting plan or
Organization | 201 and plan Jungang one-man-venture company
of proect | 0O . P . - market eLinking Jungang-ro carless
*Organize localization and . .
plan task | 12. o place street with project
market activation task force
force D 11
D 5 Confirmation «Construction ~ of  culture
Confirmati «Organize Jungang-dong of  detailed 501 center and operation plans
on of localization ~ and market contents ~ of 5 3 «Closing of prostitution area
project activation ~ assembly  and 2013 wban | 7 | and  improve  residential
plans and | 201 | confirm inauguration activation environments
inaugurati | 1. 1. | «Confirm urban regeneration project
on of trust Center and Final  selection of trust
proceedin Jungang-dong office building
g task inauguration D12: Trust «Selection of resident leaser
force center | 201 | <Discussion of rent fees and
D 6 ] _ application | 2. 8. | rent period in the contract
Constructi +Confirm operation of plan «Discussion of trust building
on  and teenager square and application and  operation
. 201 | operation plans lans
operation 1.3 Operation of  teenager °
o 1 P . 9 D1 3 201 | Site selection and adoption
, promotion  and  relevant . .
teenagers Operation | 2 . | of communal opinion
programs )
cultural of culture | 10. *Operation plans and
Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol.52 No.2 (2017) | 9
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application of public fund technique,
and art *Test operation of culture etc
complex and art complex and Cheongju  city  council
operation p|ans urban' 'constryctlon Central area
D 1 4 ) . committee  vice-chairman, activation
Confirmati eFoundation and operation 1 Cheongju city coundil e “Sh, Cit
on and plans ?f cuI.ture cfomplex urban construction ment P for councily
subscriptio *Manu a‘FtU””Q or sign committee  member, 1 .
n of 2014 201 -Ch.eongju history  recovery Cheongiu  city  council ;
3. 5. | project . . election
urban R ot planning committee
activation Aec<|)yer¥ prOJ:C block based member
project *Application of block  base Cheongju architectural
plans parking system designer, Cheongju urban | Central area Local
Source: Conference minutes of urban regeneration in regeneration chief, | activation, overn
Jungang and Urban regeneration business 1 Cheongju urban | equity with 9
major land in infrastructure and transport R&D regeneration team chief, | neighbors ment
report urban regeneration
1 community participation | Central area
PO EAQA0l FQ oJFlo] gekg njE  Professional 2 | activation,
e _ o= e construction and design | relevant L |
7é}-oil"l" '”§ 536}7] 'r]ﬁm 7'g"l"A] gg’% E/\P:H professiona|sl 2 uban | a r e a PrC;fce:s|
M=X] Sol5] AT 9 HHS =8 Table 31} planning professionals, 1 | activation, onals
law and real estate | relevant
710 ZOEHE RoI=0] 6LRL A|0)E %
do] HOIFAIE A, A7, Al9je], AR, professional, 1 culture and | area  job
ROREIIZ FESIICE 0|5 ZFOIFHES LA art professional creation
gisith= Zs9 olsiHAE Zal AR FHolE
_ O|A}ZAX odsSked X2ES
Alo] Sadoll wet el olshEA wa 2y g 2 2AMET BH B
= o= VeI
Adds FHOIFAE QArEE ge #4e 9
- . 2 ¢ - AN AR T 5 = 1
Table 3. Participants of Urban Regeneration ol ‘Good-Local AHEA +F F7IEE 75 B
Governance Bl RAISH BHEOIME 2+ ool tiet 3
member interest Pa":fipa OJFRIS] Heawo] AAIA oAtEE gerdoll F
Sk R == -=—]__Q_ =103 . == ]:H;
Jungang-dong community = T 7%7:]§ =23 O]'ME]”C: QTI’E DO]':]__'_
chairman, Market activation | Central area AQCE A B AFolA= ZOIFAQ dQes
committee head, | activation . = = - =
_ : on | | S AR SElo] OAlEAR olskEo] yl=xE 5
Conference  chairman, 1 | land  price, re(:i::j:n = ol gHel cirad JgHdl TiEAlR &
resident committee | r e n t | SRR TARE AHEA FHOFAQ QAE
me.mb.er , 4 ma.irket revenue, A osEe Agst slgon TEIES Table 4
activation committee | etc.
members o ZT}
Central area
Urban regeneration | activation, | Researc o o )
project 1% major team, | research, | h Table 4. Derivation Process of Decision Making
urban regeneration | development | personn Impact for Each Participant
project researchers of urban | el Tvoe FSIGES
regeneration yp Participants
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Agenda D1.n al| b| c| d]| e|Total
Level of necessity (weighted a1l b1l a1l a1l e1l 1
value)
Idgal type (weighted value 2l b2l 2l a2l e2] ©
X impact)
Real condition a3| b3| c3| d3| e3| t3
Ideal typel(t=100) ad| b4| c4| d4| ed| t4
Real condition(t=100) a5| b5| c5| d5| e5| t5

t1..t5:  Sum of survey data from selected participants of
urban regeneration governance

al: Level of necessity of a in
component analysis

a2: Ideal impact of a in each Dn based on survey and
personal interviews

a3: Real impact of a in each Dn based on survey and
personal interview

a4: ldeal impact of a in Dn agenda(alxa2)/t4

a5: Real impact of a in Dn agendaa3/t5

Source: Kim, D. H, 2010, Evaluation Model Building for
Good-Local Governance Level

Dn agenda based on

3. dEy

Aol QUtt wetd sgEy
AlolAfel @Ak AUl Sl =4
All} TS FEIE 7HCICL O QubRQl 71E F
HAlOZ2 1Bol6PH Eq. (DI} ZTHAshenfelter et
al, 2003; =& 2, 2007).

vy =a+ X, B+e;, Q)

2 AF0IME EAIRNY AEA FHOFRS] 9f

AHEE geto] thet g clojEol 2A%0 Ag
ot pdls Sfsrd v gt Y g gt |
g Zoja] AEls] 91510 Chow Test, LM Test,
Hausman Test Al 7}K]19] HEE AAISITE

Chow Teste Sfs HEo| HIEH 18 g3t 2
O] KT} &gfeviE Adsh| flol AL8EE= HH
olct o] AEEHe 118 g1t BE &, A St
T= AR 2Pt OF] HeE xehE ARyt
On] W7 Zetex] 22 S4ES Hlusks
HYZ On] M4E xget 1d g3 HYo] O
HeoriE wtel:s AddprHolth weta] Chow
Test= 1d St HEo] 2ole HE o] Hert
‘0'0lgk= TRl thst Adoletal & = Tk

LM Testi= 2H& Sl HEO] 85 Hdo] Hial

O Aeeke Adsty] Qe AlSTh LM Test
= g8 gi 240 2ot ViR s3HEE AR
Fahe] o] 0QIxlof ThalAl H&sks ZloTh,
Top 24l ‘oot &g sat HEs AR 2
K7} Qlow, grsHEs ARSSIT

A 54 2Pt Edfshe
d HojEolM 1d git 2dit 25 Su Y
7hedl o= o] Ko} O Aget 71E Hdshs
Z10g, JEAOR ok Y9 FEYO| U g8
AQI7IE k= ZIoICh

Hausman Test:=

Iv. 2MZq g n&

TARNSE ARY Tl EEE 1 FQ 0 SRl
ool FOFRIRIR, AR, Alele], A, A

of TPl ohEy g s FgoP| fl6l B
FA BdE FUE0RD), TARREAIRIE  HER0
QD, EFAl PARKIERD, FFA 2lg] SIA(ERD,
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Table 5. decision making impact of participants for each agenda

Participant
. . . research .
Type local residents | local government city council local professionals
personnel
a b C a b C a b C a b C a b C
D1 3.85| 314| 17.7] 3.56| 19.6] 22.7| 241 93| 128 297| 188| 26.2| 341] 20.9| 20.6
D2 3.74| 29.5| 19.2]| 3.26| 15.2| 225 2.56| 7.7| 10.8| 3.24| 23.3| 26.7| 3.50] 244| 20.8
D3 3.79| 313] 180] 3.32| 180 203 2.62| 80| 94| 3.12| 220| 281| 3.15] 20.7| 242
D4 3.29| 239] 20.3| 3.35| 182] 233| 279 95/ 98| 353] 256| 256] 3.59| 22.8| 21.1
D5 341| 285| 20.0| 3.32| 19.1| 225 241 76| 10.8| 3.06] 224| 26.7| 3.18] 224| 200
D6 3.62| 233| 214| 3.88| 274| 262| 3.24| 134| 95| 3.06| 165 23.0/ 3.24| 19.5| 198
D7 3.65| 214] 151] 3.91| 23.8| 259| 2.76] 11.4| 13.7| 3.21] 21.6| 245 347| 219] 209
D8 3.82| 274| 21.7| 3.65| 21.2| 209| 276 11.1| 93| 3.12| 195| 24.0| 3.32| 20.8| 24.0
D9 341 27.1] 222| 3.18| 155| 17.1| 244| 75| 85| 321| 214| 248| 347| 285| 274
D10 3.26| 219| 214| 3.56| 23.8| 23.0| 279 103| 7.9| 3.09| 22.8| 26.2| 3.06| 21.2| 214
D11 347| 224| 199| 3.94| 232| 265 3.24| 11.0/ 11.8| 3.59| 21.8| 23.5| 3.68| 21.6| 184
D12 341| 26.6| 233| 3.53| 20.8| 22.6| 2.76| 104| 13.5| 3.29| 21.8| 21.8| 2.88| 204| 188
D13 3.74| 25.6| 21.8| 3.85| 23.2| 21.8] 2.82| 82| 11.3| 350] 21.1| 24.8| 3.65| 22.0] 203
D14 3.56| 20.6| 195| 4.12| 22.2| 24.8| 3.18| 11.6/ 9.8| 3.59| 235| 26.3| 3.56| 22.0| 195
avg. 3.57| 25.8| 20.1| 3.60| 20.8| 22.9| 2.77| 98| 106/ 3.26| 216/ 252| 3.37| 22.1] 21.2
a: level of necessity
b: ideal type
¢ real condition
AEE7HIR)E tiez 58 tIAEE &  FHbe Aoy mieez 20l=m, AlY9
T dRS ANBIGCHERZIZE 20149207 AAEQ AW, B BE, JEn okl
30. & 1108E dixs] 3ot URE HE HAHE Alde ZHCE ARACQ HQ4#Eo]
5lo] 8THE fg AECE AEsIIC =4 UERt ZeE  wEEDL o)A el
Eoh FQOA] weEh oA el ARl QAREE  JEgEe R9FU, RAWETE A
dE9] oA JEEe wAsl flel EAl A, AR, AlQJE] o= UERITE tiREEC)
A 2 Holsle] PHY @ Alglel FE B FeoHol  RoFRiol okizd  aseol
ORF 180le tie= 58 ZARE Ao 4 =OloF sithal UERAYL el d2ds 2
5 AR 2 A9 QERE A amshe AR ASM SED5), ZEimkl A
Ol HIECE oA ddlst onjdd dee H A0t &2 dFoiMe Ayt XY
dEsh wEEs Eol ousdel AMag  WEvlol oAE gdeol kolh sk Zo
9] oEE e TEeIen I A= = UL tik FEREE ZQ=Eske 3
Table 5%} ZTH o EokE ARl B 206, SEE ARlE
42 #F9 «fle AR, RY9FE, A9 Azl REARIDD, SSAE TFE g8
BEg) oww AldjEl wom Ukt of 010, =AEESTAY A $EO1) 9
= SYsoM Fgt TAREAIRIE OIRE Aolde RRKECS oArEE darEo] Aok st
O #R30 FFA A Ee FFAI FH A = ZeE Ul TIElal ARIEAS 9
o FHoZ g HH KRS & Km0l AREE JEgEe AT, AR, RAEE7E
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Table 6. comparison of local residents’ decision making impact and concordance

. . . Research Local
Local residents | Local government City council .
Type personnel professionals
a b a b a b a b a b
D1 -13.7 564 +3.1 84.2 +3.4 63.4 +7.5 60.2 -0.3 98.6
D2 -10.3 65.0 +7.3 515 +3.1 59.7 +34 85.4 -35 85.5
D3 =133 57.5 +2.3 87.1 +14 829 +6.1 72.2 35 83.2
D4 -3.6 85.0 +5.1 72.2 +0.3 97.1 +0.0 99.9 -1.7 92.5
D5 -85 70.1 +34 82.3 +3.3 56.8 +4.3 80.9 -24 89.2
D6 -1.8 92.1 -1.2 95.7 =319 71.0 +6.5 60.4 04 98.0
D7 =6:3 70.7 +2.1 91.1 +2.3 80.2 +2.9 86.6 -1.0 95.5
D8 =516 794 -03 98.7 -1.8 83.6 +4.5 76.9 32 84.5
D9 -4.9 81.9 +1.6 89.6 +1.0 86.3 +34 84.1 -1.1 96.0
D10 -04 98.0 -0.8 96.6 -24 76.9 +34 85.2 0.2 98.8
D11 -2.5 88.7 +33 85.8 +0.7 93.5 +17 92.0 -32 85.0
D12 -3.3 87.7 +1.7 91.7 +3.1 70.3 0.0 99.8 -1.6 92.1
D13 -3.8 85.2 -14 94.0 +3.1 62.5 +3.7 82.2 -1.7 92.5
D14 -1.1 94.9 +2.6 88.5 -1.9 83.9 +2.8 88.2 -24 89.0
avg. 5.7 79.5 2.6 86.3 2.3 76.3 3.6 824 1.9 91.5

a: Difference (absolute value)
b: Concordance
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Table 7. Chow Test Result of Participants Decision Making Impact

concord Coef. Std. Err. t P>|t| [95% Conf. Interval]
ideal .004186 .0052183 0.80 0.426 -.0062452 0146172
real .0008193 0067238 0.12 0.903 -0126213 .0142599
govern2
2 0 (omitted)
3 0 (omitted)
4 0 (omitted)
5 0 (omitted)
month .0043532 .0013366 3.26 0.002 .0016814 .0070249
_cons 6743779 1390756 4.85 0.000 .3963697 9523862
sigma_u .05110808
sigma_e 10826861
rho 18222497  (fraction of variance due to u_i)

F test that all u_i=0:

F(4, 62) = 2.84

Prob > F = 0.0316
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Table 8. Panel Data LM Test Result of Decision
Making Impact

Var sd = sqrt(Var)
concord .0153227 1237848
e 0117221 1082686
u 0 0
Test:  Var(u) = 0
chibar2(01) = 0.00
Prob > chibar2 = 1.0000
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Table 9. Hausman Test Result of Participants
Decision Making Impact

i sqrt(diag)
(b) (B) (b-B) (V.b-V_B)
fixedt | randomt | Difference SE.
ideal | .004186 | .004186 1.50e-15

real .0008193
0043532

0008193
0043532
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Table 10. Panel Analysis Result of Participants Decision Making Impact

concord Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]
ideal 0158561 .0049121 3.23 0.001 0062286 .0254835
real -.0110582 .0055734 -1.98 0.047 -.0219818 -.0001346
Local residents
Local government .3114203 .0893286 349 0.000 .1363395 4865011
City council 2792415 1097736 2.54 0.011 .0640892 4943939
Research personnel 2772072 .0940629 2.95 0.003 .0928473 4615671
Local professionals .3819585 0741336 5.15 0.000 .2366593 5272578
Local residents
Local government -.010108 .0044886 -2.25 0.024 -.0189055 -.0013104
City council -.0123215 .0048336 -2.55 0.011 -.0217951 -.0028479
Research personnel -.0094851 0044474 -2.13 0.033 -.0182018 -.0007684
Local professionals -.0144657 .004016 -3.60 0.000 -.022337 -.0065945
OJf4td Tt ¢I510] Modified Wald & cross-sectional time-series FGLS regression
AS S8l AEIMEE  TARBAKY =X Coefficients: generalized Iea.st squares
- _ _ Panels: heteroskedastic
Hgol FQ OFdE oldA o] thet oAb Correlation: no autocorrelation
ZF 9 AR A ok Tgal UX|E9) Estimated covariances =5 Number
of obs = 70
Hio] EQ5iF AR Ay 2 =
o] sdeitfoltt. Ad 4tk Probychi2 Estimated autocorrelations = 0 Number of
00032= ZAWE Sall TAREARY =T Wb | groups = 5
o] =g oFE OAME FEHlo] oA T Al Estlmgted c1c:1eff|C|ents =12 Time
periods =
A Ago day Tejal YR OlEAH]o] Wald
EEtS o 2 9t chi2(11) = 59.74
Prob > chi2 =
Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 0.0000

in fixed effect regression model

HO: sigma(i)*2 = sigma”2 for all i
chi2 (5) = 17.82
Prob>chi2 = 0.0032
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Table 11. Panel Analysis Result of Decision Making Impact Using GLS

Variable ols_pooled fixedt randomt xgls_tot xgls_tot_int
ideal 0.0042 0.0042 0.0042 0.0068 0.0159%**
real 0.0008 0.0008 0.0008 -0.0011 -0.0111**
Local residents
Local government (omitted) 0.0872 0.1056** 0.3114***
City council (omitted) 0.0427 0.0673 0.2792**
Research personnel (omitted) 0.0430 0.0637 0.2772***
Local professionals (omitted) 0.1344*** 0.1463*** 0.3820***
Local residents
Local government -0.0101**
City council -0.0123**
Research personnel -0.0095**
Local professionals -0.0145%**
legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
A0l oA Felo) JAZY FERI0l ZBHE Bk 20 UERTL 5 FoFAd gAlg
ARIE0] 068% =2 A= LIERt UHH AR 4 ®Hsl= FHojFEA| 78 AR AR S8 ¢
oI ONREE o] B4R YAg0] 2 UGS Wk A2 I 4 9on AR 550
011% W2 ZO0Z UEKITEL Ol§ ARME Q48 Ut 718 & I8 45E Hole #olFRle K
Hgal oA FEl OARZE gERio] JA4E  GRUAS ¢ 4
159% =2 YRS HOLl AAl Aol oArd
g ggHo] g 136% W2 dRles Hol g A=
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w5 AAEETL AR, Al9Jgl, A7E €07 2H 27} omlo] thet Jol A oAEE QgS o]
7} 14.63%, 10.56%, 6.73%, 637% =2 YXES A=A o} AR ABOR LP=0] X319, 1
HOl= ZI0R UERITE ST ARIl TAIE & Zns ug BMos tel) 22 RS &5
Aol JedstH K5t Hiwlsh A-E7E RIAF - giry,

A, Alog], SR o2 22} 38.20%, 31.14%,
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