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ABSTRACT : As high-rise buildings came in, the landscape of rural areas and natural landscapes often got damaged. Therefore, this
study aims to prevent this, grasp the extent of the influence of the surrounding landscape, to grasp the range of height that can be
permitted and present the direction of landscape management of agriculture and natural landscape. This study tried to grasp the range
of height by using price sensitivity analysis method for two apartment and apartment complex which entered Danglin city and
SeoSan city. First, in the case of a two apartment, the range of the height allowable section was from the 6th floor to the 11th
floor in close range view, and it was a section from the 7th floor to the 12th floor in medium range view. In the case of the
apartment complex, the range of the height allowable range was from the 10th floor to the 17th floor in close range view, the 9th
floor to the 16th floor in medium range view. The stress index was found to be positive in a two apartment in close range view,
and in the apartment complex case. therefore it was better to set it to a lower in the Range of Acceptable Height(RAH). Second, it
showed no difference in the sensitivity of landscape to gender. Thirdly, the results of the landscape sensitivity analysis of major and
non-major showed the difference in the medium range view picture of the apartment complex. Majors are lower than the point of
minimum height(PMinH) than non-Majors. In the case of major, the stress index was 1.4. it turned out that it was better to make a
decision closer to point of minimum height (PMinH). In the case of non-major, the stress index was -1.3. it was also able to accept
decision close to the point of maximum height (PMaxH). Since the results of the above research gave changes only in the variable
of the height of the landscape, we can not grasp the point of interaction with other variables, and future research is considered
necessary.
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Figure 1. Price Sensitivity Graph
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Figure 2. Landscape Sensitivity Graph
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Table 1. Site appearance by size and distance.
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Figure 3. The Graph of Analysis of Landscape Sensitivity
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Figure 4. Landscape Sensitivity analysis graph as to whether to major
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(No. R-2018-00281).

AAE - H
o] =L 20179% ARSI Adog =d
TAEe] A Y-S ol =3 A1

1) Stress®] #3537}

66

P4 0 AAAGe] B BF HAYES

HATAZPANPMO)E 3ok 3t SFYA 7HAA R ol
vrol HFAVMAUNPME)Z 7HE S ARt T &napt ¢
g3t AEHAUE & 9 Al A= Adusith
(Kotler, 1984; Lee, 2005; Ko et al, 2010 S3tE]A 744 w7+

E &4 S92 B4, FYAY, F9MNTe THLE).

References

Chang, 1. Y., Shin, J. H., Cho, W. H., Shin, Y. S,
Kim E. G, Kwon Y. K, Im S. B., 2011, A Study
on the Establishment and Application of Landscape
Height Based on View and Topographical Features -
Focusing on the Maximum Height Regulation District
around Bukhan Mountain National Park - ,Journal of
the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture, 39(1):
35-45.
Han, S. K., 2011, Busan building height regulations
for the management of mountain landscape: focused
on the skyline of Hwangreung Mountain, Journal of
the Korea Academia-Industrial cooperation Society,
12(2): 970-978.
Im, S. B. and Shin, J. H, 1995, A Study on the
the
the

for
Impact Assessment, of
institute of Korea, 11(10): 157-165.
Kim, H. M. and Cha, S. B., 2013, The Analysis of
Customers’ Price Sensitivity of Americano in Roastery
37(3):

Physical Evaluation Indicators Landscape

Journal architectural

Coffechouses, Journal of Tourism Sciences,
211-230.
Kim, J. E., Park,

Sequence Landscape

J. W, Lee, S. H, 2013, A
Analysis for the Management of

Urban Landscapes, Journal of the Architectural
Institute of Korea Planning & Design, 29(12):
239-247.

Kim, J. L., 2006, study of methods, regulation of

SEAE, H24A 22, 20184

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

R
architectural height for Urban Landscape control,
Dept. of Architectural Administration, Graduate

School, Dong-Eui University.

Kim, K. H., 1996, A Study on the Urban Landscape
Control Methods based on the Gestalt Theory, The
Journal of Korea Planners Association, 31(3):
143-157.

Kim, S. U. and Kim, C. H, 2008, A Study on the
Building Height Regulations Using GIS Analysis - A
Case Study of Asan -, The Journal of Korea Planners
Association, 43(3): 71-80.

KO, J. M, Shon, J. H, Ahn, S. A., Seo, Y. D.,
Kim, Y. S., 2010, The Analysis of Price Sensitivity
on Movie Ticket: An Investigation of Content,
Location, and Showtime, of  Cultural
Economics, 13(2): 199-220.

Kwon, M. H.,, Kim, Y. S.,, Han, H. S., 2016, The

role of desire, price sensitivity and distance sensitivity

Review

in generating Spa visit intention, Korean Journal of
Hotel Administration, 25(2): 1-19.
E. E. and Kim, J. J, 2003, Estimation of

optimal price of freeway traffic information using a

Lee,

price-sensitivity analysis, The Journal of The Korea
Institute of Intelligent Transportation Systems, 2(1):
85-92.

Lee, G. G, 2011, A Study Identifying Improved
Building Height Regulations for Managing Natural
in Collective Facility Districts
around National Parks, Journal of the Korean Institute
of Landscape Architecture, 39(5): 48-56.

Lee, J. H. and Kong, S. H., 1992, The Prospect
Analysis with Landscape Simulation Techniques, The
Journal of Korea Planners Association, 27(3): 193-207.
Lee, I. S. and Kim, C. S., 2002, Development of an
Method of Visibility Ratio for Urban
Landscape Management, Journal of the Urban Design
Institute of Korea, 9(4): 23-34.

Lee, M. S, Lee, C. Y., Kim, K. B, 2017, A Study
on the Expert Cognition of Architectural Landscape

Landscape in and

Analysis

Review System - Focused on the Incheon Landscape
Committee, Urban Design, 18(6): 97-108.

R. C. S,
“Price-sensitivity Measurement”, Comell Hotel
Restaurant Administration Quarterly, April: 44-54.
Park, C. S. and Kim, S. K., 2013, Improvement

1997,
and

Lewis, and  Shoemaker,



18.

19.

20.

Strategy of Law-System for Rural Landscape
Planning, Journal of the Korean Institute of Rural
Architecture, 15(3): 25-32.

Park, Y. H, Lee, S. H, Huh, Y. K. 2002, The
Landscape Management Guidelines by Regulationg
Buildings: Focused on the Case of Busan, Republic
of Korea Korea Research Institute for Human
Settlement, 1-3.

Shin, J. H, 2003, (A) Study on the indicators for
urban visual landscape planning : Considering size
and layout of buildings, Interdisciplinary Doctoral
Program in Landscape Architecture Major Graduate
School, Seoul National University.

Shin, J. H., Shin, M. J., Choi, W. B., 2018, The
Method of Selecting Landscape Control Points for
Landscape Impact Review of Development Projects,
Institute of Landscape

Journal of the korean

Architecture, 46(1): 143-155.

WA= SAol a3 A+

21.

22.

Suh, J. H, Choi, H. S.,, Byoun, S. J, Na, H. J,
2000, The Visual Impacts of the Apartment Complex
in Suburban Rural Area -The Case of Young-In City-,
Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape
Architecture, 28(1): 109-117.

Tchah, C. Y. and Lee, S. M., 2012, The Policy
Directions for Rural Landscape Management System
Improvement, 9788997468201, Architecture & Urban

Research Institute, 1-4.

Received 17 April 2018

First Revised 21 May 2018
Finally Revised 23 May 2018
Accepted 23 May 2018

vol. 24, no. 2,2018 67





