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Assessment of Urban Park Service Provision Using Huff Model
: Focused on Mapo-gu, Seoul Metropolitan City
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Abstract

The importance and value of the urban parks are increasingly recognized. They play important roles as natural
and leasure environment and also have an influence on residents’ life satisfaction. However, urban park planning
without consideration of demand have caused regional inequality of urban park service provision. The purpose of
this study is to analyze the level of urban park service provision corresponding to the population size in Mapo-gu,
Seoul. Huff model using GIS was used to analyze service provision of urban parks. Index of urban park provision
was calculated the difference between service provision quantity and legal minimum level. They showed that
Sangam-dong and Sungsan2-dong were higher level of service provision while Sinsoo-dong, Seogyo-dong,
Dacheung-dong, and Yonggang-dong were relatively poor. This provides useful insights to urban planners for developing
urban park plan.

Keywords: Urban Park, Urban Infrastructure, Urban Park Service Provision Suitability, Huff Model
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of Urban Parks Service Provision Assessment

Reference Purpose of the Study Study Area Methods Findings
. . . * Neighborhoods Dominated by Latinos, African
Wolch and Wilson | ¢ Compare Access to Park by | ® Los Angeles, | * Equity-mapping . . .
. i Americans, and Asians as well as Low-income
(2005) Race, Ethnicity, and SES US Analysis
Groups Have Lower Levels of Access to Park
Moon and Ban * Analyze the Characteristics of Cheongi - * Park Areas inside Service Boundary Showed More
. n, * T-test
(2015) Supplying Urban Parks by SES congH es Population, Higher Income, and Land Price
* As h alicy of
. 54655 the Qualicy o . * Neighbourhood | * Regions with High Proportion of Elderly,
Kim Neighborhood Parks, and to | ¢ 151 neighborhood )
R i A Green Space Children, and Low Income Groups Had
(2015) Analyze Distributive Equity parks in Seoul Tool(NGST) Lo Quali £ Park Servi
13
of Qualitative Park Services ©0 wer feudlity of Fark service
* Devel As . h ¢ Bi Logi
Eom and Lee evelop an sessmcin? Pycongchon tnary Logit * Greenspace Uses were Correlated with
Model of the Accessibility and Sanbon Model i
(2008) X Greenspace Value(+) and Distance(-)
to Greenspace Newtown * Resident Survey
* Propose Expanding * Residents’ Income and Land Price within
. * GIS Network .
. Strategies of Urban Park ) UPAS were Higher
Bae and Kim K . Analysis . .
2013) Based on the Equity ¢ Cheongju T * UPS Levels Lower than Public Service Levels
e T-test
Evaluation of Urban Park © including Transportation, Eduction,
. ¢ ANOVA . . .
Service Area(UPSA) Convenience, and Childcare Service
* Analyze the Accessibility * Urban Parks Had Unbalanced Distribution
Oh and Jeong L * GIS Network . .
and Subsequent Utilization | * Seoul . in Terms of Population, Land Use, and
(2005) Analysis
of Urban Parks Development Status
d Le As Regional Disparicy of * GIS Network | * Spatial Imbalance of Urban Green Space
. 13
Jung and Lee scss Hegional Lispanty of | Changwon Analysis Were Revealed(Gini Coefficient of Natural
(2008) Greenspace L. .
* Gini Coefficient | Green Space=0.437)
* Develop a Methodological
Lee and Im Framework for Assessing * GIS Buffer e Service Provision Assessment Index was
¢ Daegu
(2009) the Level of Urban Park * Huff Model Developed
Service Provision
* G -d Chunga-d d
* Assess the Level of Urban Dums;ng' ;)Izg, unga\vox;lg,s an lied with
ngdaesin3-dong wer ied wit
Lee and Lee Park Service Provision in ¢ GIS Buffer ongdac L ong were Well Supplic
. * Busan Park Service
(2010) Comparison to Demand * Huff Model .
. . * Hadanl-dong, Goejung2-dong, and
Population Size .
Joorae3-dong were Under-provided
Yoo, Ban and Jeong | ® Assess the Location Cheongi * GIS Buffer * More than Half of Surveyed Buildings Did Not
* Cheongju

(2013) Suitability of Urban Parks

Gravity Model

Received Enough Benefits from Urban Parks
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Figure 1_Study Area
(spatial unit: 100mX100m grid)
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Figure 2 _Legal Minimum Quantity of Urban Parks

Legal Minimum Quantity(m)
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Table 2 _ Installation and Size Criteria of Urban Parks

Service .
Category Distance Size

Small Parks No Limit No Limit

Children’s Parks < 250m > 1,500m°

Community N
i < > ?
Living Parks < 500m | = 10,000m
-zone :
Parks | Neigh. Walkable Neigh. < 1000m| > 30,000
Parks Parks
City Parks No Limit | = 100,000m’

Regional Parks | No Limit | = 1,000,000’

Historical Parks No Limit No Limit

Cultural Parks No Limit No Limit

Waterside Parks No Limit No Limit
Theme ‘
Parks Cemetery Parks No Limit | = 100,000n’
Sports Parks No Limit | = 10,000m’

Other Parks Prescribed b
er Fars Brescnbed Y1 o Limic | No Limic

Ordinance of City/Do

Source: Act on Urban Parks, Greenbelts, etc 1980b.
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Table 3 _ Current Status of Urban Parks in Mapo—gu

Category Number Area(nf’)
Small Parks 12 11,856
Children’s Parks 49 74,026
B Community 4 50,942
Living Parks
-zone
Walkable Neigh.
Parks | Neigh. able Neig 1 87,432
Parks
Parks
ity P:
Gy Parks 8 2,845,716
(Located Out of 2 (297.320)
Mapo)* .
Historical Parks 7 24,913
Theme Cultural Parks 1 4,804
Parks Cemetery Parks 1 13,224
Sports Parks** 1 29,682
Others Hangang Parks*** 2 1,209,742

Note: * Hyochang Park(Yongsan-gu) and Goongdong Park
(Seodaemoon-gu),
** Songijung Sports Park(Jung-gu),
##% Nanji Hangang Park and Mangwon Hangang Park.
Source: Seoul Metropolitan City 2015.
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Figure 3 _Valuation Criteria of Urban Parks Service Provision
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Figure 4 _ Service Provision of Urban Parks
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Figure 5_ Assessment the Level of Urban Park Service Provision

Assessment the Level of Urban Park
Service Provision(%)

I (-0
B 90--60 '
[] -60~-30
[] -30~+30
I +30-+60
B +60-+90 0 1 2 3 4
I )0 ! | km
Table 4 _Assessment the Level of Urban Park Service Table 5 _Ranking of Urban Park
Provision by Dong Shortage by Dong
(unic: %)

Dong Poor Fair Good Rank Dong
Gongdeok-dong 43.5 6.9 49.6 1 Sinsoo-dong
Daeheung-dong 76.6 2.7 20.7 2 Seogyo-dong

Dowha-dong 65.5 1.1 333 3 Daceheung-dong
Mangwon1-dong 71.0 3.2 25.8 4 Yonggang-dong
Mangwon2-dong 45.7 2.9 51.4 5 Yeomri-dong

Sangam-dong 8.0 3.0 89.0 6 Mangwonl-dong

Seogang-dong 63.9 2.5 33.5 7 Dowha-dong

Seogyo-dong 78.5 7.2 14.4 8 Seogang-dong

Sungsanl-dong 54.9 10.6 34.5 9 Sungsanl-dong
Sungsan2-dong 29.4 2.4 68.2 10 Hapjeong-dong

Sinsoo-dong 88.5 2.1 9.4 11 Ahyun-dong

Ahyun-dong 50.4 2.5 47.1 12 Yeonnam-dong
Yeonnam-dong 46.0 21.8 32.2 13 Mangwon2-dong

Yeomri-dong 73.7 5.3 21.1 14 Gongdeok-dong
Yonggang-dong 75.3 1.0 23.7 15 Sungsan2-dong
Hapjeong-dong 53.7 4.7 41.6 16 Sangam-dong
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