(2) RRISEER

Za—U—7 2 RRBEOFH~ == 7 /L (2010) Tix, AL X 250 HERHE OIS
BIHEINC K0 R DI MR E N D T D MBI AR O FLE HIEA R STV D, JREfZIE, B
R HOGEIL 148 /km, fEBROHEIX2.78 /km TH Y | FE4 « HESHE ORI FEFX R HL X
BRI KV ERPNEEINDZ L ERoTN D,

P[E ARG OFHi~ == 7 /L (2014) IZBWTH, fid & BEREOERIFO S R DR OE
MWRIN TSR E | FROFHIFIEN R I T D,

FHH EOFRRE & Uik, B - BERERIIC L . BEERIA & i U CEERE IS Oz R
HIEIZ R BN DNE S OREEREZH LT ILENDH Y | TDIDDT —ZIUE « 54
WENZIe b T el ERFET NG,

Fio, FBhEhET Y7 NORHETIE~Y = 2 T ASGETICET 2 ERFIEES (2011 4 11
H 22 B) TlE, EEEEFSO~ =27 A~OMBESTICAT T, DES)& & @EE o RHRM:,
PREFIH & EBEORRIEIC DN T, RO ERHEENIMLE] &S Tn5,

R Za1-U-FVFCBI3RMEEIETED/=HDORE(

2008$ NZ/km 2008 USDImiIe

Cycling $1.40 $1.92
Walking $2.70 $3.70

This table indicates New Zealand'’s estimated value of increased walking and cyvcling.
Hilll © =2 — =7 F20@E Ot~ = = 71 2010

DBEENOENICLILIFEAFTCENELZETA

cEH1H®ZY 36 5DEECIY ., AN EDEERDOLRT, AEEOFHEZEOHAIL0.72,

< BATEIIE R 29 4 ORI A TIHE TOMEBIC LY, 0. 78 1K T T2 LRE FELERIEKTORK
&) .

< FEFEHIFEI 2N 36 3 R DOGAIZ DWW TIE, WIRIZ L » T Y A7 ZHEE,

(BRI AEICET 5 0.72 &9 fElE Andersen et al, 2000 D a2 N—4 N2 BT HAFTER R
IZHEES <, AR TR, 1EMIC 3RO BEREEEI I Y A 7 26 FIIIMnE LS R L TW
%o BATEDGHTIE. WHO (2011) O#FFERERIZESL, )

- EEROEITHRECS U TSNS T U A7 25,

QEEICIIETCENOIFENEILEHTE

- IR X D HEMBIFRE CE S 2 R,

(FHOBLE LTHASNAHEERITAFY AL T 2—/L XD 15-64 DILTRTH 5 0. 00235 %
#WH, ONS, 2007 OIFFEIZ & 0 Efi % HE, )

CHEIC LV HHIOER AT 5 2 L IR o T AR, RIS E A BT,

IO B, LU R OERICE VT BT D Z D TE D ANEAEFH,

QEEMLEAROEFMBEZAVDIZEICKY, BEICKZESEEHA

C FET AT D Z & ORRFME  (SEEER R A ORI NE) 2L, FEICIVETZEREET S
TEDTEDIHEBITEDLESLZ LT, FEICLAMEKLZEY, (EHOBE LTIEDf TO
2010 FOAMfiE 2 55 )

H# : TAG Unit A4.1:Social Impact Appraisal (2014. 9) % % & IZ1ERK
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X FBCEERICIIEREEEAM

| . FROFHETEMOHE
() V-¥5) i R Al 4km
(b)F-257 3 14km/hour
(C)FE CHIESHZFI AT HEG 90%
(d)AF 735 A s @ Eh B 3% 120days
(e)— AN 7= v AR B s B A1 T RE A 912km
(e)=(a)*(c)*(d) =4*(1+0.9)*120
Il. WRBEEFEETOWMBVRAIDHE
(=X oN—2 L OWFFRIZ BT 5 BRI T O F-350 £h R 1620km
(Q)FAXIFIFET U R 7 72%
(h)L-FHRFIFETE U A 7 (=X IS TSR T AV 28%
(i) RIRFHEFGLFTOMIIELT Y R 7K FEAWN 0.158
()= (h)*((e)/(f))=0.28*(912/1620)
ll. SECEEFEZOHETE
()EFERFET 3 0.00235
(K)FE3I X 0 Al S5 8 B s s@ 3 0% 100 A
VERZ = =V SIGRE - S ARE AL 0.235 A
(N=(j)*(k)=0.00235*0100
(M)MFEFHEEICL > THEEERET D EDOTE DA 0.037 A
(m)=(1)*(i)=0.235*0.158
(N)— N%4 720 DT [R]EED M 1.654M £
(0)FE LRI K D (#H 4% 61,269 £

(0)=(m)*(n)=0.0370*1.654M

H#i : TAG Unit A4.1:Social Impact Appraisal (2014. 9) % % &lC—#BN%E

Hil : FH2EghE 7 e Vs FOFETE~ =2 7T VEGETICHET 2 AR EESREE 2 b Lo RNk

SHEREli v — 2 7 VSETICR T 2AERFZASICH T S RFIEENEROIR Y K
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