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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL LIVABILITY AND RENT

o !
Takeshi SO

This research analyzes the relationship between factors of comfortable living and rent, based on the results of a questionnaire survey

of 8,319 people in the metropolitan area. The conclusions are as follows.

1) Administrative service factor, 2) Life convenience factor, 3) Transport convenience and Friendliness factor, 4) Image factor, 5)

Quietness factor, 6) Tsunami Earthquake safety factors were extracted. 4) Image factor and 3) Transport convenience and Intimacy

factor, 2) Life convenience factor, 6) Tsunami Earthquake safety factors have a positive relationship with rent, while 1) Administrative

service factor and 5) Quietness factor have a negative relationship with rent.
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Tablel Descriptive statistics of the Survey data

Variable Samples| Mean Std.dev. Mini. Max.
i 8,319 41.3 11.4 20 88
Age
FELAH
Number of Children 8.319 0.6 11 0 10
BAH
Number of Granchilds 8,319 0.1 0.7 0 10
BEAZEIR (FMA)
Individual Annual_Income (10, 000JPY) 8,319 306 242 0 1,050
HEER (FA)
Household Income (10, 000JPY) 8.319 486 202 0 1.400
BAERMEE (M)
Personal Financial Assets(10,000JPY) 8,319 s 760 0 5100
HEEMEE (M)
Household Financial Assets (10, 000JPY) 8.319 515 916 0 6.000
BAFRBEEE (5M)
Personal Realestate Assets (10, 000JPY) 8,319 %8 259 0 3200
HERBELE (FM)
Household Realestate Assets (10, 000JPY) 8.319 45 290 0 3.200
BER (nf) 8319 438 205 20 120
Floor Space ()
Age of Unit (year) 8,319 20.0 11.0 2 35
EEEY 8319 66 7.0 2 3
Residence Years
REERE®E (FA)
Monthly Rent (10, 000JPY) 8.319 9.2 6.5 0 9
BENESRE (5
Time to Workplace (minutes) 8.319 St 211 0 120
BT (BFRE)D
Weekly Working Hours 8.319 3.8 21.6 0 80
Variable Type Samples| Ratio
. K18 (No) 4,292| 51.6%
RELE (arr iage) BESS (Yes) 4,027 48.4%
N ; &L (No) 5,377| 64.6%
F&E 4 (Children) &Y (Yes) 2 042| 3544
ih#% (Connection with the &L (No) 3,243] 39.0%
community) HY (Yes) 5,076 61.0%
F £ (Detached) 614| 7.4%
S <> a3 (Residence) | 4,491| 54.0%
R @uilding 75—k (Apartment) | 3,150| 37.9%
Z Dfth (Other) 64 0.8%

#2132, ITBEEZZRETHEOOEAEERTHSRTHS, B
RENCKF W 24T o720, EAEDN 1| 2825 4 SORF5H T
(B2 (EXHH) DoARN . AIEFIEMER 712 23 THERMEHR L, 2558
FMEMERTH SRR E VST RBREINH Y | ScreePlot OFfER
HBEILLTE DORFTHNEITI Z & L LT,

Table2 Eigenvalue and Contribution ratio of Factor

HEFEHF5HE
a@¥ .E‘E{E Contribution
Factor Eigenvalue h
ratio
EF!: TBRY—EX
Factoer of Administrative Services 13.86 0.68
EF2 : £FRES 271 013
Factoer of Living Convenience } i
EF3 : BEREM - BLAPTE 1.32 0.06
Factoer of Transportation Gonvenience and Friendliness § :
EF4: A A=
Factoer of Image 112 0.05
EF5 : BFES
Factoer of Quietness 0.78 0.04
EF6 : ZRERD 072 0.04
Factoer of Tsunami and Earthquake Safety i )




Table3 Factor analysis results

THRY—ER | EFEMNEER | EFIEER s SER RN
BT s 7 A A—DEF | HHSEF ey
B HF£ Transportatio Tsunami and
Question Factor Administrativ Living n convenience .
h ) lamge Quietness Earthquake
e services | convenience and
Eri - Safety
riendliness
NEMBHOT A Y —EABOMBOERE 0. 55 -0.04 0.05 0.00 -0.10 0.07
Nursing home, Day service facility
T T == = ey =
ﬁiﬁfﬁﬁ AERAE. REBFOEROTRE 0.55 -0.04 0.10 0.00 -0.10 0.05
NERBHLZNFOHRY —EADERE 0.52 0.04 -0.04 0.01 ~0.04 0.04
Nursing care premium
NN~}
BRORS 0. 50 0.09 -0.18 -0.31 0.24 -0.01
Security
FHROERAMUZOTHY —CAORRE 0. 50 -0.08 0.16 -0.03 -0.14 0.05
Free child medicare
BRI WG EDBROFRE 0.49 -0.05 -0.19 0.12 0.19 -0.11
Natural environment
wEORS 0. 49 0.24 -0.04 -0.39 0.20 -0.06
Low consumer prices
NRERCBOHHEDTRE 0. 46 -0.03 0.17 0.02 -0.08 0.11
Child education
DR Y ~ _
Connection with community DFTEY— E XA F Factor 0.41 0.03 0.23 0.05 0.04 0.05
m@@{&ybﬁgguag of Administrative Services 0.38 0.05 0.30 0.05 ~0.03 ~0.09
Festival, Event
Z . g~ . E
ERAE - ST - REEEOLREROFRE 0.36 0.19 0.13 0.03 ~0.06 -0.01
Public facility(Library, Pool, Gym)
DECRE - SRSORRE 0. 36 0.02 0.15 0.06 0.14 -0.01
ANF v —RY =)l - BUEBROTRE 0.33 0.22 -0.01 0.19 -0.15 0.02
Citizen lecture
THENEEMENE S, EFAYLISCE 0.30 0.04 0,08 012 0.02 0.05
Asset value
BE - NAOEEEEL 0.30 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.18 0.03
Public transport congestion
749 FART S TEQRN—VBRDOFRIE 0.30 0.28 0.01 0.12 -0.08 0.00
Sports facilities
FECTHEMBEORS 0.28 -0.03 0.23 0.24 0.05 -0.09
Low rent and Real estate prices
EEEEDT I LADRS 0.28 0.01 0.24 0.02 -0.06 0.00
Access to expressways
RBEQTRE -0.12 0.80 0.07 0.04 0.01 -0.01
Restaurant
TR - AN T HEDY 3y TORRE -0.01 0.71 -0.18 0.25 0.00 0.03
Café, Shops
J7ILA. AVECEOREE -0.02 0. 64 0.15 -0.10 0.00 0.06
Convenience store
BIE#OERE 0.02 0.59 0.10 0.04 0.07 -0.09
Shopping street
RE - =2 TE. ER. WEHORRE 0.04 0.58 0.12 0.01 -0.03 0.04
Beauty salon, Bookstore
T P EORBRBREROTRE 0.07 0.57 -0.19 0.25 -0.04 0.04
Department store
A—sS— - BRESDERE Q@EZRBERT Factor of 0.10 0.56 0.12 -0.17 0.07 0.03
Supermarket Living Convenience
RRELOEDHRE 0.02 0.53 0.12 0.01 -0.08 0.0
Late night store
grbEﬁE~X+97&tﬂﬂE®ﬁ§E 0.00 0.51 0.13 0,07 006 ~0.03
EBER PR A FORRE 0.00 0.45 0.27 -0.03 -0.03 0.06
Bank store
BREIE - RIS S ORRIEROERE 0.14 0. 45 -0.18 0.27 -0.07 0.01
Movie theater
B&hL 0.00 0.37 0.29 0.18 0.06 -0.05
Bustling
AREDEMBMDITRE 0.17 0.28 0.24 ~0.01 0.00 0.07
Hospital
HLADT I LADRE -0.24 0.21 0. 56 0.16 -0.02 0.02
Access_to the city center
SMSELVELAPT S 0.12 0.06 0.53 -0.18 0.23 -0.06
Friendliness
EAREELEEAMEDL (BNE & 0.00 0.04 0.48 -0.08 0.18 0.05
Thin_ neighborhood dating
;Eﬁﬁiﬁf“‘)‘@m"”’?é 0.17 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.14 -0.03
HET-OBHE - BEENDT IV ELAORSE @iﬁﬂ@ﬁ-ﬁbﬁ%?é 20,05 0.16 0. 41 0.04 0.01 0.02
Access_to workplace & :Factor of
o S PR CERERMLBREN G- & Transportation Convenience 0.09 -0.02 0.39 -0.01 0.07 0.11
No Garbage incineration plant and Friendliness
HREE~DT I LADRE 0.16 0.08 0.39 0.00 -0.04 0.04
Access to main roads
TIREOHREDE S - AT IRKOBES 0.10 0.08 0.34 ~0.03 0.05 0.09
Garbage collection
TURI—UPEBEDRARY bADIAE -0.03 0.23 0.33 0.30 0.00 -0.14
Landmark
SLTEZTHRE. SHEOELE 0.06 0.21 0.22 0.11 0.21 ~0.03
Walkability
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THRY—ER | £FFEER | EFEER S R AR R
Z s E {F—VETF | EHSETF £
Bl AF& Transportatio Tsunami and
Question Factor Administrativ Living n convenience .
A ) lamge Quietness Earthquake
e services convenlence and
Fri } Safety
riendliness
B - 2752 -0.08 0.10 0.04 0. 69 0.12 0.03
Status
Bloen - kR -0.12 0.26 -0.03 0.67 0.15 0.01
Refinement
By i 4 OO 578 & @1 4 —DRF Factor of 0.00 0.09 0. 04 0.44 0.36 0.05
Beautiful cityscape Image
AEEAMOIPIG EORRE 0.28 0.14 ~0.06 0.42 0.04 -0.19
Tourist spot
ADHEMRREBSR T & ORRMLGHO IR 0.18 0.22 0.10 0.23 0.03 0.03
Developability
BR. i _ _
History and Tradition 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.14 0.73 0.03
BiF = -0.05 -0.01 0.05 0.11 0.72 0.02
Quietness
- - .
BECBALETOLS ©FI# & AEF Factor of 0,04 0,06 0.20 0.5 0.46 011
No Noise Quietness
EERORMES L 0.23 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.29 ~0.06
Traffic congestion
NFYARPF v Y TNERAGNC & 0.07 -0.21 0.05 0.22 0.23 0.10
No Casino
&f’%gﬁ?@@ g -0.07 0.04 0.07 -0.08 0.06 0.65
S N ®©:2iK iR HEF Factor
HBEOLERDL S of Tsunami and Earthquake 0.10 0.03 -0.04 0.06 0.10 0.57
Ground relief Safety
a)s 8% ‘\ ~

BRBAKDLEROG & 0.30 0.01 -0.18 0.11 0.15 0.32
No Fire risk

3L, HEARZ T BICET B RATHE K < ERIFHE 54 HE O
BENCH L CIR AT 2T o 1A R T D,
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Table4 Living satisfaction and Factors of Analysis target station

QREFIE
REREAR | ommy—vc oemnme ® RLET oo CLER
R4 FR7E EEEHK by ARAF RAF ’ O EF .
No. - Estimated U . S Transportatio F h Tsunami and
Station Address Samples Livi Administrativ Living X Quietness
iving X K n convenience lamge Earthquake
: . e services | convenience
satisfaction and Safety
Friendliness
|FEr s RREPIHK 31 1.07 -0.04 0.50 0.69 0.29 0.13 0.12
Asabaya Suginami-ku, Tokyo
kit Rm# X 33 1.06 0.03 0.83 0.67 0.17 -0.10 -0.06
Koenji Suginami—ku, Tokyo
hE RERBHFX |
3 Nakano Nakano—ku, Tokyo 41 1.01 0.06 0.86 0.70 0.29 0. 41 0. 11
= ity
JERE | ERBREHT 38 0.92 0.22 0.73 0.16 0.71 -0.02 0.27
Kichijoji Musasino city, Tokyo
2 R AR 44 0.89 0.14 0.39 0.29 0.40 0.08 0.17
Ogikubo Suginami-ku, Tokyo
A SV ETHAR ] 0.89 0.11 0.48 0.21 0.64 -0.01 0.58
Urawa Urawa-ku, Saitama City
= HE#M=EH
7 Witaka Mitaka oity, Tokyo 49 0.84 0.16 0.27 0.15 0. 46 0.16 0.39
e BERMSAT ~
8 Wakoshi Wako city, Saitama pref. 30 0.77 0.03 0.36 0.34 0.05 0.24 0.37
FH REEILX B B _
Akabane Ki ta-ku, Tokyo 34 0.75 0.18 0.39 0.29 0.09 0.33 0.34
pe 412 ] FERBEHH _ B ~ ~
10 Tsudanuma Narashino city, Chiba pref. 3 0.7 0.00 0.60 0.07 0.06 0.11 0.11
HAE ELLEMABR 49 0.73 0.06 0.19 0.07 0.04 0.00 0. 41
Omiya Omiya—ku, Saitama City
piukeS RREHEEX L |
12 Tkebukuro Toshimaku, Tokyo 33 0.7 0.32 0.85 0.09 0.27 0.87 0.10
i o
3| ARFE RRARAR 3 0.70 0.13 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.09 0.48
0izumigakuen [Ner ima—-ku, Tokyo
1438 i A 31 0.69 0. 26 0.18 0.07 -0.16 -0.07 -0.87
Kasai Edogawa-ku, Tokyo
15| % FREMEM 3 0.66 0.13 0.23 ~0.07 0.26 -0.20 -0.91
Urawa Urayasu city, Chiba pref.
3z FREILIIT _ |
16 Tachikawa Tachikawa city, Tokyo 33 0.65 0.25 0.51 0.24 0.49 0.25 0.06
22 ABERHRE _ . |
17 Hashimoto Midor i-ku, Sagamihara city 30 0.63 0.21 0.7 0.21 0.03 0.09 0.20
1|5 FROWEX 3 0.61 0.01 0.05 -0.03 -0.29 -0.11 0.16
Inage Inage-ku, Chiba city
o[l i =0 . 60 0.61 -0.08 0. 85 0.05 -0.02 -1.07 -0.52
Kawasak i Saiwai-ku, Kawasaki city
20| X% RRAKXEX 3 0.60 -0.01 0.19 -0.12 -0.04 -0.24 -0.38
|~ |Omor i Ota—ku, Tokyo
E = RRAMBHX N . ~ _
21 Shinkoiwa Katsushika—ku, Tokyo 31 0. 60 0.12 0.18 0.09 0.70 0.34 0.95
2| B2 WEBRRR . 32 0.58 -0.21 0.00 -0.21 -0.13 -0.06 -0.43
Tsurumi Tsurumi-ku, Yokohama city
I3 BERRT _ _ . |
23 Warabi Warabi city, Saitana pref. 34 0.53 0.17 0.08 0.12 0. 65 0.24 0.09
®E RRERIX _ | . _
24 Ayase Adachi—ku, Tokyo 31 0.49 0.05 0.16 0.21 0.59 0.31 0.49
(P RREMRIX _ _ _ ~
25 Takenozuka Adachi—ku, Tokyo 32 0.49 0.09 0.19 0.09 0.97 0. 36 0.07
FE FEAHRK _ _ _ . _
26 Chiba Chuo-ku, Chiba oity 51 0.44 0.22 0.01 0.49 0.07 0.27 0.31
SEH RERHBAAR _ _ _ | _
ﬁ Kamata Ota-ku. Tokyo 33 0.43 0. 46 0.07 0.20 0. 63 0. 61 0.78
278RD T4 (Average) 0.7 0.02 0.33 0.07 -0.01 -0.20 -0.10
2TERD FH DR HERZ (Std. dev.) 0.17 0.18 0.31 0.29 0.41 0.29 0.44
2TERD T DERK (Maximum) 1.07 0.27 0.86 0.70 0.71 0.24 0.58
21ERDF D &= /s Minimum) 0.43 -0. 46 -0.36 -0.49 -0.97 -1.07 -0.95

27EREH+2TERIZ#ERZE L L ZR—)L K (Over Average+Std. dev. :Bold)

Tableb Descriptive statistics of the Regression analysis data

Variable Samples| Mean Std.dev. Mini. Max.
E3 AN
Rent (JPY) 24,955( 84,999 26,508 29,000 200,000
i (m) . 24,955 28.7 1.1 15.0 80.0
Floor_Space (n)
BRE
Age of Unit (year) 24,955 12.0 9.8 0.0 29.0
RIRERD S O BE#E (Km)
Time to Tokyo station (km) 24,995) 18.4 85 7 %.3
H&HFYERES (9)
Time to the nearest station(minutes) 24,955 8.8 3.7 1.0 15.0
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Table6 Estimation Results of Rent model

BMEH=RE &)
Objective Variable In(Rent)

EF-R¥I—%HL
No Factoer, Station

REz—DH
Only Station dummy

AFDH
Only Factoer

dummy
> 7L (Number of Observations) 24, 955 24, 955 24,955
BIEFRERE (Adj R-squared) 0. 8131 0.9156 0.8738
SEHYVIF (Average of VIF) 1.6 2.0 2.0
Coef. P>t Coef. P>t Coef. P>t
R 1. 64% e 1. 80% e 1. 73% sk
Floor_Space (m)
mEF R () —0. 81% wkx -0. 90% otk —0. 88Y% *okx
Floor space |88 8hi s o G
ete. D,i%anceﬁtoﬁhkyo station (km) —1. 00% sk =0. 10% +x =1, 02% #xx
&3 Y ERES () _ _ _
%me to the nearest staion(minutes) 0. 98K +ax 1128 v 1. 08% e
TRY—EXREF _ _ _
_Administrative services 1. 76K +ox
QEEFEMERETF B B 0. 2% sk
Living convenience :
QBFIEME - HLAPT SEF . - 0. 79% sk
BF Trans. convenience and Friendliness :

Factor @1 A—SEF _ _ 1745 ko
| lamge ’
ORBERT - - -0, 19% »ix
EjQujgtng$s :

R IDEF B B
Tsunami_and Earthquake Safety 0. 058 **
BV
W& |Residonce 52. 9% 6. 50% 3. 21% sk 4. 47% Hoxx
Construction A7/\_ k 47.1% baseline baseline baseline
ﬂ?%tment
New bui ldﬂ}é 19. 6% —0. 56% ** 0. 55% sk 1. 18% sk
A2 —(16BELLE)
I,Eé!@f,,(] 6F over) 0.2% 7.99% sokk 6. 55% sk 11. 38% sk
1BER _ _ _
I%st loor . 23. 8% 4. 50% xxx 3. 86Y% otk 4. 48% #*x
BRyIXHY
Delvers box 36. 3% 5. 25% #hk 2. 64% ok 3. 07% ok
IL~—3—HY 43.5% 1. 07% sk 2. 78% ok 2. 53% ok
Elevator
A—btBvoHY
Bl Automatic_entrance door 61. 5% 5. 21% woxx 3. 09% worx 3. 58% woxx
Facility etc. [TVR7ZHR2HY _
v int%cpm 57. 6% 0.12% 0. 63% ok 0. 15%
A—IEIlL
@é,l,glectrification 1.8% —3. 39% otk =2, 53% otk =3, 21% otk
e ATIR I
—S;,E—p—@,':.fte wa@%@gm 53. 7% 1. 84% sHokx 2. 14% sk 1. 77% sk
EEEE-H
Service:Re;idint Day shift 5. 7% 9. 45% *kk 5. 09% sokk 8. T1% sk
ANy b -
;;zts al lowed 12. 4% 7. 73% #kx 4. 86% *k 7. 67% #kx
£r-4tn _ _ _
NO guarantor 13.3% 4. 76% H** 0. 65% *x* 3. 11% sokk
h ¥ Nakano - 28. 34% sk -
B[k o 2% Asagaya - 28. 08% *xk -
Pk Ikebukuro - 27.72% *xk -
SH&F Kichijoji - 26. 89% *kx -
hE Ogikubo - 26. 22% *xk -
RFHF Omor i - 25.12% *x -
Rk koenji - 24. 80% *x* -
=& Mitaka - 20. 13% sk -
b Kamata - 17.02% #*x -
J1I Kawasak i - 13. 23% k% -
FH Akabane - 12. 03% ok -
XE Omiya - 10. 13% sk -
A S— BR Tsurumi - 8. 31% ok -
= NG Shinkoiwa - 6. 10% #*x -
Station dumny |z Wakoshi - 2. 14% ok -
BE Kasai - 1. 97% ek -
Al Tachikawa - 0.67% * -
HR Urayasu - baseline -
TR Urawa - -0.21% -
fo Ayase - -0.56% -
KRZE 0izumigakuen - =0. 97% *¥* -
b 312 b2 Tsudanuma - =7. 30% #** -
i3 Warabi - ~7. T4% **x -
L Takenozuka - =9. 17% *xx -
FE Chiba - =11, 25% *xx -
BAR hashimoto - =15. 04% sk -
fEE Inage - =17. 18% *xx* -
FEHIE Constant Term 11,12 %%k 10. 90 sk 11,11 ook

BHREHRTHDIEE - REEF - RREH S DR - RitS - BFIE. BREREE100E L TIEEH-YDOELE (%) ERL. FI—EHTH
BHIE - RIFFSHTE SNz BEIRFRBEE > TI00 (exp (BIRRED-NDEZHEL. FI—EBMNITHIBEDELE (%) ZRLTL
%, BRGFROFSHTA TADBEISKR—ILF - BETHVMREE

de S
(=

THETHDHIEETT,, (kek;1%Significant *x;5%Significant *;10%Significant)

TL—E LTS, #ekE1%KET, #xF5%KET, *F10%K%E
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL LIVABILITY AND RENT

Takeshi SO ™!

*I Manager, Institute of Future Design in Housing Market, Daito Trust Construction Co., Ltd., Ph.D. in Policy and Planning Sciences

The purpose of this study was to shed light on how regional residential satisfaction relates to rent, which is a proxy variable for
land price. The relationship between residential satisfaction and rent fundamentally informs policy analysis. This study differed
from prior studies in its large number of respondents (60,000) and because the factors uncovered from factor analysis of subjective
residential satisfaction were used as urban amenity variables for analyzing relationships to rent.

The research methods are described below.

1)  Data from the “Ii heya netto machi no sumikokochi rankingu (Good Apartment Net Town Livability Ranking)” survey
conducted by Japan Daito Trust Construction Co., Ltd., were used.

2)  Factor analysis was performed on this data source, and factors were estimated for each station that was to be analyzed.

3)  The factors estimated for each station to be analyzed were associated with rent-estimation model data, and multiple
regression analysis was carried out with the rent logarithm as the objective variable.

From these results, we examined how regional residential satisfaction relates to rent, which is a proxy variable for land price.

The results of our research are shown below.

1) The following six factors were extracted as constituent factors of residential satisfaction: i. Administrative services factors,
ii. Life convenience factors, iii. Transportation convenience and Friendliness factors, iv. Image factors, v. Quietness factors,
vi. Tsunamis and Earthquakes safety factors.

2)  Every station showed a large discrepancy between estimated residential satisfaction level and factor scores.

3)  The following results were obtained for the relationship between residential satisfaction factors and rent.
- Image factors are the most influential.
- Transportation convenience and Friendliness factors and Life convenience factors are positively associated with rent.
- Administrative services factors and Quietness factors are negatively associated with rent.

There is almost no relationship between Tsunamis and Earthquakes safety factors and rent.

- Apart from those factors, rent drops about 1% for every one-year increase in property age, for every one-kilometer distance
from Tokyo Station, and for every one-minute increase in walking distance from the closest station. Furthermore, rent for
a condominium is approximately 5% higher than for an apartment, and rent in a high-rise condominium tower is
approximately 10% higher than in a non-high-rise building.

The conclusions are shown below.

1)  Statistically significant relationships exist between rent and the factors that make up residential satisfaction.

2)  Image factors are the most influential. Transportation convenience and Friendliness factors and Life convenience factors are
positively related, and Administrative services factors and Quietness factors are negatively related. There is almost no
relationship between peace of mind regarding Tsunamis and Earthquakes safety factors and rent.

3)  When land prices rise, property tax revenues increase, so it is important for local governments to work at improving their
images as an effective way to raise rent, which is a proxy variable for land price.

Future research topics are summarized below.

1)  Expand the number of stations and regions for analysis and perform analyses.

2)  Carry out fieldwork in stations and regions where these factors are characteristic and perform qualitative analysis by
interviewing administrative officers.

(2020 42 3 H 9 HIsfia=z B, 2020 42 11 5 18 HIRAIUsE)
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