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Visual impact assessment of billboard on the road

Hiroki NAGAOKA and Yoichi KUBOTA and Kiyotaka FUKAHORI

Since various billboards are installed alongside a road, they obstruct the view of surrounding area and
damage the quality of streetscape. Although they are controlled by regulation such as bylaw, they have not
been improved significantly. There are some reasons but one of them is that the visual effect especially the
effect owing to the spatial features of billboard is still unknown. Also, this effect is changeable due to the
difference of surrounding land use and this should be considered when the appropriate regulation is
adopted.

In this study, the road section of 70km from Hanazono I.C. to Karisaka tunnel on the national highway
route 140 is investigated. The conservation of various road views which include townscape, suburban and
natural landscape of river and mountains, is one of the major targets of the investigation. The influence of
billboards is evaluated by using the quantitative and qualitative factors of their spatial features. The visual
map of influential billboards is obtained from the field investigation and the spatial and perspective factors
of billboards are clarified. Those factors of billboards plotted in the map are measured by using the video
image. In addition, their visual impact is rated depends on the subjects judgments in the psychological test.

The influence of spatial factors is analyzed by multi variable analysis.
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Table 1 The list of problems of the scene for billboards
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Figure 2 The road image (negative score)
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Table 2 Evaluation items and categories Table 3 Multiple regression analysis no.1
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Table 6 Relationship between * feeling of disorder ”

and evaluation items
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Table 7 Relationship between “ interference in

background ” and evaluation items
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Table 8 Relationship between “ comprehensive

evaluation ” and evaluation items
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