104 Ald Vol. 32, No. 3, Sep. 2024

. o . https://doi.org/10.12985/ksaa.2024.32.3.104
Original Article I1SSN 1225-9705(print) ISSN 2466-1791(online)

A Study on the Aviation Professionals’ Perception on Airport Noise

Mitigation Policy and ESG Management Strategy using AHP Methodology
Ri-Hyun Shin’

ABSTRACT

Market and consumers are more expecting for government-owned corporations to follow ESG
management strategies than private companies. This paper tried to research how much ESG
management strategies were applied to airport authority’s aircraft noise mitigation policies and
to provide recommendations regarding how airport authority compliment their noise mitigation
policies from aviation experts viewpoints using AHP. According to AHP analysis, first of all, it
was proven that aviation experts perceived it was important to evaluate financial soundness and
eco-friendly management in noise abatement program. Moreover, the experts thought airport
authority and local governmen should consider social responsibility in resident assistance
program. Finally, they perceived it was also important to evaluate the effectiveness of policy
enforcement while airport authority monitored the aircraft’'s noise reduction procedures.

Key Words : ESG Management(ESG %), Financial Soundness(17A34]), Eco-Friendly Mana-
gement(X2F ), Social Responsibility(*8]& 2¢]), Policy Enforcement(273Y)
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Fig. 1. Communication to stakeholders
(Source: KAC 2023 sustainability report)
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Table 1. Airport noise mitigation area (Source: Ministry of Land, Infrastructure and Transportation)
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Table 2. Comparison between WECPNL and Lden (MOLIT, 2022.12.29.)
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Table 3. Resident assistance policy by airport noise mitigation act
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Fig. 2. ICAO Balanced approach to
aircraft noise management



A 32N

AHP £42 €83 380k ESG YAl gt AErt 4 A - 109

HEE A5l o]tk olsiHARe] FFol FIet
o wet A o F$250X]3 JUcKThao et al., 2019).
A4, e74% ZdH(environment)olA ESG FIFH
=2 A 719 AEY A&7sA, 719l gt
71 dg 2= 3 Sl AHe BEF AREL
2 AESHE 5= ok 71 A A&rke gL wa
A, X8 o|AE E83 olviA] &L sk
AT (EAHE B A 5) A 2= A4
oY & Fo|tHFatemi et al., 2018).

A, AF8ld EW(society)ollAl ESG H¥HZRS %
AG/g Q9] P BA, A AR olro] A 7149] &
of, AISA toig 2 2843 1 Solth R
A B bt SRS Aok, esEe] &
w3} Qfehd(Work-Life Balance) 52 BAS] = 7
ojc}. A|YGALF]9] ofgpo] Fofdtth= A2 7]%do] T
5] foJgt FAt5k= Zlo] ofdef, 7|ge] &3t XA
o} FIAE = JLF N GAREjet HE6] Ak,
A 2Ao] Z]ofsfor gtk AL gt mRA|Ete
2 AR b 9 284 IHL 2AFAEE BF
oA 53t 7135 AlEska, ABx}t HHo| gl 45
3e AJelloF StkElamer & Boulhaga, 2024).

A, Atz S| QoA ESG APHES 7]
JY AR T4, HA71HE 58, oA € F
IAFAY] 544 gEE B8 oldliARES] o9
FsE FEsk= Zo|tiWang & Phillips-Fein,
2023). Aulxo] Fg/gdolgt 71 IA E ARAE
o] A7 1=ar AR A 5= gtk
7= sEol=t 7Idol dvhd W Yo wt
SEAYSHA ey 71E S5 4 9= 58
oJulgttiAbdelkader et al., 2024). UFX|ZO&, o]
SHARES] o] sl 71Yo] FEs] Y] o]
SHEARERY, 75, AGAERIER, AR A 94 S
AR WEHE7IE ST AESHHA olsitARNES
AR T150] FAtske HEE 24d5t0] o] =
3} 5ff Feofof Stk otk

ESG gzl 292 1960dd 7199 Ak5l4 =
QJ(CSR, corp. social responsibility)olA5E A=
Aot 19929 Rl FAE(UNEP, United Nation
Environmental Plan) AFS], AMdA, 342 1A}
TS ST 7 UES 7|FE0] JAREA TS Sliok
Qth= oYMEIBE FAALSIO] AAISHAA ESG 4
ke 24zos I29 AN F8 oz 77

| cKBialkowski & Starks, 2021).

421 4 71e9] giog A= AR X3
A w2 202 ARR|QL A7} AsHEA ofsiA
ZHETE ofd e}, 7Y FHIEERAE 7199 AElE A
A2 olHTt ARA - BAE EH-] Qlo] HEIHE
St 94F A 9145kl QItHSun et al., 2024). 7199
A, ARA 9 ZJEfatze] ofgt dise] Al 7
izl Al S7Htel wet 7192 ESG A3
ojgA $=Hotal AdPshof LAl 7|PY dFE HF
3floF 3]+ Zo]tiSteyn & Niemann, 2014). o]&3t
7199l ESG A2 ©<=5] ESG A gl that o]
SIE 71& 71go] S5t Aol whdst= AofRt
JX]= Zo] ok}, ESG 4ol gt A% U= ols)
£ BolA 7149 7HE g A B AR EN
7199 A&7Ms/dS HHEeoR SttHMisangyi et
al., 2014; Hoang et al., 2022).

Zhong et al.(2022)2 Fig. 1= E3l 529 Ax
AAES de& st QCA(qualitative compara-
tive analysis) HAA Z& AF-(Fuzzy-set)°ll4] ESG
AP 7199 =2 7H(valuation) B7}] v
SAAQ I AT FA5IITE 159 A
A 7199 e}t f9Ql/do] ESG AgxZE Ad
o 7199] 77t Asditke At 53 Rk
5] 7199 AFE AT 2 Zo] opg,
7199 HFAES0] ESGS} ofe] Wgko g A5akg-
SHHA 7199 7H7L B4 AdsEeol s &9
wge Aoloh

Corporate Sustainability

characteristics

Environmental

Enterprise scale

Social

Profitability

Governance

High corporate value

Fig. 3. ESG and high corporate value
(Source : Zhong et al., 2022)




110

Vol. 32, No. 3, Sep. 2024

7199] gz Bl Zaxoll ESG 4 BHEo]
HrgElojoRt 7149] 4] 77 A= Qe e
H, 184 k2 S g 7199 TR FAAA
WHEZo| AMafd == QltKSultana et al., 2018). 9
ot AP 7199l ESG A g3k 7199 A
715 TR7ksdT 7199 e sEeE Bt
SHHA ARSI 9 34 A Alzte] Bt AR E Q14
5}7] WEo|tDoni & Johannsdottir, 2022).

. 45 24

ol

3.1 AHP 2

AHP(analytic hierarchical process)= B7}7]&0]
tirolw, A4S wigbAQl tijkEe] 24 wf AAZ
B7IE B HH9 tiokS 2T = A siE= A
T8 A4S B8 /A HEClth o]F olf=
AHP 42 4%}, e FolA FHZH, FHY
g 24 59 8x2 o] E8HKFig 4 IX).

AHP= 1970t #AHYo} thgtm o] sk
(Wharton School)?] Thomas L. Saaty 1<=7} 1] =
FRO B EA 9 FulEho] A5t JAEF 9] vls
E2 ISk ol 7Rt Aeg deA Stk Saaty,
1984). AHPE= QI7He] Akl AAIe AR A 9
o2A EAE BAsta Bofiof £ 4 ok A
ol BFO] FFFEFAAII(SOC 1z} 5)2] QJAt
Aol 802 E8EI ok

AHPE B9l A+A= BAIE doke ohdet %7t
[8ASS AF A} 7 848 iRo] ASSlsh,
ASE 4SS W5 Hoiu|i(pair-wise compari-
son)E B9 848 7RIS EE3th kA AR

7} thre) 24ES Asdos Bsjel 2t 449 &

Alternative 02

Alternative 01

Alternative 03

Fig. 4. Hierarchy of AHP criteria

228 veolgto R 2H@He AgTHPark, 2023)

3.2 AHP 24

2 a7 A I Al
7] &50s] A2 A3 8 BAEE LAY,
TR 2 AaS2ddats s, 5718
AES ESG AI9AHEHEH a4-7e Y, A
A Q4-A]A A9 1181 AuiAtERA Q4-H Y
984 SEE A5 Zhong et al.(2022)9] A
TEPoNA FHEIE 71dTFEL} o 5 A
/AF AR 3ERITHH(T7IY) BYol =
A BeE AP Aoz B 9 F8519 Fig. 59
o] Aty Hdsisith

AHP HiA= 33Fd+ 68, HE(E= 7
AT 6%, 2SHIYAY A HEdH 4
W, ALY 2%, T34 28 2 A HEVH 5 &
2775°0A Hizsteltt. 2799 FF A7 o BE
o] 4 109 ol =HUAY, BAEIE 7H A7t
=& Adste] AFsigict & 27719 F3HEE A
A T SHo] EYAT 2 AYE 2578
AHP B4t = A7gsiitt

AHP AFEA40] oA A5t SHZToA Hd
ol I 7S HiAIS] flsiA A BlE
(Consistency Index) ¥4& g5ttt A vl&
Aol AF7IES S HiAlsla, o Blwdy
Ik ol8sto] Mt AR ATE AuHos
Sl Fwolth. dRtdos HE/do] BETH Al
2 SHY dedo] "ol A miHolrt. wEhA] d3Hg
Y= BluPES I v SEHEALS] ATt At
tHPant et al., 2022). Y34 Hlgo] Yukxoz (.1
Hoh 39 d3gdo] REsivta It &4 Qleh 2 &
SHTFEC] ASTRY B FEo| s SHsI

o8
i
S,
ral
=
&
o
-,
ool
ok

i)
d

B A — (@7 an]—
REERL

* Mg Udd

Fig. 5. AHP research model




A=Y F LY AHP 242 B8% F3Eok ESG Aol g AR} A4 A7 - 111
Table 4. AHP survey pair-wise comparison
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Ad AAE | 23U | FUXY | AL Ad AFE | A2Ud | FUXd | ALLT
ENe ekl 1.000 25.246 24.526 Ee ekl 1.000 10.619 5.710
0 0.040 1.000 61.776 A 0.094 1.000 8.527
e 0.041 0.016 1.000 B R 0.175 0.117 1.000
Ao A9 | Aedd | FUAY | AR e 49 | A4 | FAAY | ARgeY
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A2g-25 0.025 0.029 1.000 PRES R 0.140 0.112 1.000
AE Y | &2HE | FUXY | ALY AR A | At | FUAY | ALSF
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BAFPEE | AU | FUAY | AL AA3PaE | 2y | FUNE | ArSeT
Eaens k] 1.000 37.993 29.673 Eae ekl 1.000 18.052 17.664
T4 0.026 1.000 21.035 S 0.055 1.000 19.826
g2 0.034 0.048 1.000 s 0.057 0.050 1.000
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Table 7. Criteria weights obtained by 1°* AHP

A5 g AA4(E) ARB1A AA(S) AP a4(0)
ASTHAAY 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.004
FRIA LA 0.925 0.002 0.963 0.948
NEx=Rmdgaids 0.072 0.040 0.034 0.047

Table 8. Criteria weights obtained by 2™ AHP

A8A74 284 AL(E) AR21E FA(S) BAAYaLA(0)
2 HEAY 0.035 0.035 0.021 0.009
SRR ALY 0.144 0.174 0.201 0.093
A2 FE2t 0.821 0.791 0.778 0.898
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