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In 2007, the South Korean government introduced the concept of special building zones (SBZs) to 

enhance the architectural environment. As a result of the fact that only a handful of SBZ applications 

were filed by 2010, Seo Soojeong et al. wrote a paper that identified eight problematic issues 

concerning SBZs. Later, in Sejong, which was considered a test bed for the SBZ concept in the initial 

stage of its enactment, the National Agency for Administrative City Construction (NAACC) 

designated SBZs in residential areas. By conducting a survey, this paper investigates the operational 

issues encountered in the process of designating SBZs in Sejong. The survey utilizes the Delphi 

technique to discover the collective opinion of the professionals who participated in the designation 

process. The participants were divided into three groups: committee, public, and private. As a result, 

21 problematic issues, categorized into six groups, were identified by the survey participants. Among 

the issues identified, ‘the necessity of monitoring and the feedback process’ appear to be the most 

significant, followed by ‘the need for guidelines when making regulation exemptions’ and ‘the 

prevention of hindrances caused by business-oriented controls’. To create better cityscapes, it is 

suggested that the individuals concerned should develop shared interests; in addition, a solution, with 

a clear target and adequate timeframe, should be developed. As a result, a genuinely Korean cityscape 

might arise. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent decades, government ministries and municipal governments have shown great 

interest in cityscapes. Recognizing that landscapes have been left unmanaged, authorities 

have attempted to improve the nation’s scenery with various policies that have led to many 

pilot projects. However, the management of landscape remains indirect, because a framework 

of laws regulating landscapes has not been developed (Jeong, 2003).  

Continuous management is essential in controlling a cityscape and creating scenery, and both 

regulations and guidance are needed to manage a cityscape. However, so far, public 

authorities have done so by regulations only, and their effects were limited. In 2007, the 

Landscape Act was enacted, and the concept of guidance, which refers to guiding and support 

the management of cityscapes, was introduced (Kim, 2010). However, there is still much to 

be done. Some of the landscape plans and laws overlap, and the lack of applicable 

management tools makes the landscape plans hollow. 

The public sector is striving to discover better cityscape solutions. In the field of architecture, 

a distinct approach has been suggested via the Building Act. It allows some relaxation of and 

exemptions to the regulations of the Building Act to promote technical improvements and 

creative designs, with the intention of improving the cityscape of a certain designated area. 

An area to which these changed regulations apply is referred to as a special building zone 

(SBZ).  

In Sejong, there is a central region called the Administrative City, which has been under 

construction since 2007. The National Agency for Administrative City Construction is 
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responsible for the construction of the Administrative City. In 2013, the agency designated 

some parts of the Administrative City as SBZs. 

This paper examines the city’s SBZ cases, focusing on the overall process, from designation 

to implementation, with reference to interviews conducted by participants in the process. 

Problems related to the process of applying the SBZ concept are addressed, and interviewee 

responses are evaluated using the Delphi method. This research is intended to function as a 

starting point to the process of improving the SBZ practice and overhauling urban policies 

concerning cityscapes overall.  

 

1.1. Special Building Zone 

A special building zone (also known as a special architectural district) is an area that has been 

designated by the government with the intention of improving the quality of its urban 

landscape, construction technology, and construction system, in accordance with the Korean 

Building Act. 

The term ‘special building zone’ means an area specially designated as exempt from some 

regulations under this Act or any other Act and subordinate statute or one to which such 

regulations shall be relaxed or integrated for application in order to facilitate the creation 

of beautiful urban landscape, the development of construction technology, and the 

improvement of systems relating to construction through construction of harmonious and 

creative buildings (Item 18 of Para. 1 of Art.2 of the Building Act); 

The SBZ system was initiated by the Presidential Commission on Architectural Culture and 

Construction Technology in 2006 and introduced into the legal system as part of the revision 
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of the Building Act in 2007 (Seo S., Kim C., Kim K., & Lim H., 2010). In SBZs, which are 

specifically designated zones, the Building Act gives more room to designers to nurture 

creative ideas by providing a list of exemptions and relaxations.  

The most significant implication of the SBZ system is that it introduced a regulation-free 

approach intended to maximize designers’ creativity (Presidential Committee on 

Architectural Culture & Construction Technology, 2006). To be specific, it attempts to 

introduce a performance-oriented regulation into the existing specification-oriented 

regulation system of the Building Act. It focuses on results rather than means; therefore, the 

regulatory instrument becomes more flexible. 

Chapter 8 of the Building Act consists of nine articles that clarify the processes and the 

effects of the SBZ system. 

Table 1-1. Chapter 8 of the Building Act 

Article. Title Main Contents 

69 Designation of SBZs Authority, Target Area 

70 Buildings in SBZs Applicable buildings in SBZs  

71 Procedure for Designation of SBZs Procedure and contents of application 

72 Deliberation on Building within 

SBZs 

Contents of special exception plan and 

documents 

73 Special Exception to Application of 

Related Act 

Applicable article(regulation) list to 

exempt or relax for SBZ buildings 

74 Preparation and Implementation of 

Integrated Act 

Applicable article(regulation) list which 

can be integrated through multiple 

buildings in SBZ, and the process 

75 Obligations of Project Owners or 

Similar 

Obligation of maintenance and monitoring  

76 Obligations of Permitting 

Authorities, etc. 

Monitoring 

77 Inspection of Buildings within 

SBZs 

Post management 
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1.2. Sejong 

Sejong is a new South Korean administrative city, named after a great historical king. As an 

administrative city, Sejong has the largest government complex in the country. Even though 

most of the government institutions and organizations have completed their relocation, the 

city itself is still under construction; the entire city plan is intended to be finished by 2030. 

Initiation of the New City 

In 2004, the new president Moo-hyun Roh initiated a project intended to develop the new 

South Korean capital. The top priority of the project was to alleviate the centralization of the 

current capital area and to pursue balanced development throughout the nation. However, 

after a long national debate about the relocation of the capital, Seoul, the project was found 

unconstitutional by the Constitutional Court in 2005. As a result, the project was transformed 

into the construction of an administrative city, focusing on the relocation of the government’s 

administrative bodies (excluding the Presidential office and the National Assembly). 

Administrative City and Sejong 

The core project area where the new construction project is taking place is called the 

Administrative City (it is also referred to as the Multifunctional Administrative City, MAC). 

It is surrounded by rural and old downtown areas. Sejong is the name of the municipal city 

that includes the Administrative City. The construction of the Administrative City began in 

2005, while the Sejong municipal government was established in 2012; it replaced the 

previous municipal government, Yeonki, which overlapped with many of Sejong’s areas. 

The initial intention behind introducing SBZs was to designate test beds (Presidential 

Commission on Architectural Culture & Construction Technology, 2007) aimed at improving 

the general institutions responsible for the construction environment and its culture. Even 
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though the test bed was Administrative City at the initiation, it was not implemented until 

2013.  

Figure 1-1 & 1-2. Boundaries of previous and current area of Sejong (NAACC) 

           

 

1.3. National Agency for Administrative City Construction 

The National Agency for Administrative City Construction (NAACC) is a central 

government organization that was established on the first day of 2006. Formerly, it was 

named MACCA, which stood for Multifunctional Administrative City Construction Agency. 

The Administrative City is the core area of Sejong. Since the city’s construction is financed 

by the central government, the NAACC has the responsibility to implement construction 

projects, including infrastructure such as highways, public facilities, and utilities. 

The SBZ cases, which this research addresses, are projects within the Administrative City, 

and thus they fall under the NAACC’s administration. In general, regarding the 

administration of a construction project, the local municipal government has regulatory 

Administrative 

City 

 

 

Sejong 

 

 

Yeonki 
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authority. However, in the core area of Sejong, which is the Administrative City, NAACC 

has authority when it comes to urban planning and architecture, while the peripheral areas of 

the Administrative City are regulated by Sejong’s municipal government. Like Sejong, 

NAACC has its own architectural committee for reviewing plans and issuing permits. 

 

1.4. Research Question 

Despite the fact that the SBZ system was enacted in 2007, there were no applications made 

except for one public apartment project in the Gangnam District in 2011 and one private 

apartment project in Shin-Banpo in 2013. As a result of the low number of applications, Seo 

et al. (2010) identified eight problems concerning the SBZ. 

In 2013, following the Shin-Banpo case, the NAACC designated more than 10 project areas 

within the Administrative City as SBZs; certain problems arose throughout the designation 

process. However, it can be noted that a significant number of SBZ applications were 

recently made over a short period of time. 

Examining the cases of SBZ designation in the Administrative City, this paper explores the 

difficulties and problematic issues that were identified during the designation process. This is 

done by means of a survey, utilizing the Delphi method, that targets professionals who were 

involved in these cases. 

In addition, based on the results of the survey regarding operational problems, the eight 

problems that Seo et al. (2010) identified are considered to determine whether or not they 

appeared during the Administrative City cases. 

7 

비학산  



7 

 

Table 1-2. Comparison of design alts in Shin-banpo Case (ANU, 2013) 

 
Figure 1-2. (Alt 1, 3D) Before SBZ 

application, Reviewed by Seoul City 

Planning Committee on 2011.3.11. (ANU, 

2013) 

 
Figure 1-3. (Alt 2, 3D) SBZ Applied, 

Proposed by ANU, Reviewed by Seoul City 

Planning Committee on 2013.1.29. (ANU, 

2013) 

 Highest floor available: 35 

 Average floor count: 31 

 FAR :299.97% 

 Coverage Ratio: 15.88 % 

 Households : 1,433 

 Highest floor available: 35 

 Average floor count: 31 

 FAR :299.86% 

 Coverage Ratio: 19.99 % 

 Households : 1,433 

 
Figure 1-4. (Alt 1, Site-plan) Before SBZ 

application, Reviewed by Seoul City 

Planning Committee on 2011.3.11. (ANU, 

2013) 

 
Figure 1-5. (Alt 2, Site-plan) SBZ Applied, 

Proposed by ANU, Reviewed by Seoul City 

Planning Committee on 2013.1.29. (ANU, 

2013) 

 River view house: 53.68% (769) 

 South facing house : 76.53%(1,096) 

 Unblocked view securing: 42.81% 

 River view house: 61.99%(928) 

 South facing house : 100%  

 Unblocked view securing : 70.54% 

 

2. Research Background 

 

2.1. SBZs in the Administrative City 

Zone 2-2 
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In 2013, the NAACC introduced a competition-based land supply policy for residential areas 

in the 2-2 living zone of the Administrative City. Unlike the previous price-based bidding 

system, in order to win the competition, the buyers – usually major construction companies – 

must now work with architectural design firms to develop creative design proposals.  

Prior to the competition, the NAACC established a master plan and guidelines regarding the 

2-2 living zone to define the overall planning concept of the entire zone. The master plan 

identified two main goals, which were integrated community facilities and a pedestrian-

oriented street plan. By clustering neighboring apartments, the plan attempted to create both 

small and large integrated community units. It has a core community area, which contains the 

zone’s main commercial area, while there are four additional small community zones that 

combine neighborhoods with shared community facilities, such as those intended for sports, 

children and silver care, and small retail areas. In addition, the design team created a circular 

walking path that connects the entire zone and adopted a design principle that ensures that 

buildings that face the main streets are of a low height. They attempted to promote more 

community activity and involvement on the paths and streets.  

The winners of the 2-2 living zone housing design competition were announced on December 

19th, 2013.  
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Figure 2-1. Competition area of 2-2 living 

zone (NAACC, 2013) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 2-2. Concept of integrated 

community creation in 2-2 zone (NAACC, 

2013) 

  

Zones 3-2 and 3-3 

At first, residential lots of the 2-2 zone were designated as SBZs, but, later, the NAACC 

applied the SBZ concept to other zones, such as 3-2 and 3-3. In July of 2013, the ‘Integrated 

Guidelines for Living Zone 3 of Administrative City’ were established by two project 

architects (Inho Kang and Jeongsu Lee). The Land and Housing Corporation (LH) and 

district design firm members and the owners (in this case, construction companies) of 

residential lots in the living zone were also engaged in the process. 

The main title of the master plan is ‘Byeong-San-Kang-Chon’ (屛山江村). Similar to the 

concept featured in zone 2-2’s master plan, the plan for zone 3 also aims at creating a single 

community throughout the entire zone. It has three integrating axes: The first is the green axis, 

which connects apartments. The second is the pedestrian axis, based on the main street with 

public transportation system. The last is the living street axis, which also connects apartments 

by means of pedestrian paths.  
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One of the biggest differences between the master plan for zone 3 and that of zone 2-2 is the 

former’s concern regarding the skyline. As a result of the fact that zone 3 is located along the 

southern side of the Keum River, which runs through the center of the Administrative City, 

the plan suggests lowering the height of street-side buildings. This is the same principle 

featured in zone 2-2’s plan; however, in zone 3, it is intended to create “waves” in the skyline 

of the entire zone, which can be easily seen on the opposite (the northern) side of the river.  

 

Figure 2-3. Zone 3-2 (NAACC, 2013) 

 

Figure 2-4. Zone 3-3 (NAACC, 2013) 

 Area : 1,336,661 ㎡ 

 Households : 7,647  

 Area : 1,221,461 ㎡ 

 Households: 10,891 

 

2.2. Literature Review 

While the SBZ system was enacted in Oct. 2007, only a few papers have been written 

regarding this subject. This also reflects the indifference of the business sector toward the 

application of the SBZ system.  

The most significant research paper about SBZs was written by Seo Soojeong in 2010 (Seo et 

al. 2010). In their research, the term special architectural district was used synonymously 

with SBZ, while the Korea Legislation Research Institute translates the original Korean term 

‘특별건축구역’ as SBZ.  
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When the Seo et al. work was written, no SBZs had been designated. The authors state that 

SBZs were introduced based on a consensus regarding the monotonous and uniform 

appearance of buildings that resulted from the rigid system of regulations. Unlike similar 

legislation, such as the special planning zone system or the zone-specific use of district unit 

planning zone designated by the National Land Planning and Utilization Act, which were 

intended for management purposes, a SBZ targets individual lots or a units within a project 

area. In addition, the exemptions to or relaxation of the Building Act codes that SBZS 

provide are not incentives but, instead, tools intended to achieve buildings that feature 

creative design. Designating an SBZ allows authorities to take more active measures 

comparing to other parts of the Building Act. 

Seo et al. (2010) claim that the SBZ system was not actively applied because of the following 

eight reasons: 

First, the areas to which it could be applied were limited. In the Building Act, the areas to 

which the SBZ concept can be applied are narrowly defined, which clashes with the purpose 

for which the SBZ system was introduced. It is almost impossible to apply the SBZ system to 

existing towns, where SBZs are most needed. As a result, a misconception arose in the market 

that SBZs were intended only for skyscrapers or large buildings. 

Second, the central government has exclusive authority to designate SBZs; SBZ proposals 

from private parties have to be submitted to local governments, which have the authority to 

handle SBZ designation requests. However, recent trends indicate that authority to approve 

land developments is being transferred to local authorities. 

Third, there was a lack of consistency in the designation process. When designating an SBZ, 
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the building design must be approved for construction, and maintenance and consistent 

project management are also required. While the local government has the authority to 

approve a project, designation authority belongs to central government. 

Fourth, the criteria which committees use to review a proposed plan are obscure, since there 

are no definite criteria for committees to use when reviewing plans for SBZ designation or 

building for approval. In addition, the standard could vary by based on the composition of the 

committee on the day of review. Furthermore, during the designation process, the SBZ plan is 

reviewed by the central government committee, while plans for building in the SBZ are 

considered by local government committees for approval. For the central government 

committee, it is difficult to consider the local context; it is also not easy to manage conflicts 

or misunderstandings regarding an SBZ’s aim and purpose that may arise between the two 

committees. 

Fifth, an SBZ’s ambiguous relationship with a city management plan could result in a 

problematic situation. During the SBZ designation process, a related city management plan 

must be submitted. However, not all areas have established city management plans, and this 

may result in controversy regarding the interpretation of a plan’s requirements. If a city 

management plan is required, it will result in more than a year’s delay in the designation of 

the SBZ; this will likely result in a more protracted project period and a reduction in 

profitability. 

Sixth, exemptions and relaxations are limited. Special building zones allow for some 

exemptions to and relaxations of the Building Act’s existing regulations. However, these are 

restricted to certain articles. To encourage creative developments based on new ideas and 
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technical developments, the special exemptions should be redesigned so that they are not 

limited to certain areas and expanded to include performance-based regulations. 

Seventh, there is an absence of comprehensive management. In return for the exemptions, the 

SBZ system requires builders to maintain certain levels of quality and public concern. 

However, there is no main body responsible for the regulation of the quality and public 

concern of SBZs. As a result, the absence of a governing body makes comprehensive 

management of an SBZ project impossible.  

Lastly, there are no detailed regulations regarding the monitoring process. With regard to the 

process of designating an SBZ, the Building Act suggests a monitoring process, with the 

intention of identifying and recording cultural and technical improvements for future revision 

of the Building Act. However, specific details regarding the body responsible for the 

monitoring and management functions are not provided by the Act. 

Throughout the article, the authors attempt to enhance the understanding of the SBZ system 

of all possible participants. They also claim that a need for specific administration criteria 

exists and make a proposal for revision. 

Related to the authors’ concerns about expanding the designating authority of SBZ, the 

Building Act was amended to include city mayors and province governors (Building Act, 14 

Jan. 2014). 

Beginning with a discussion of existing research, this study analyzes recent SBZ cases in the 

Administrative City to identify the practical and fundamental difficulties that can be 

encountered in SBZ operations. 
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2.3. Delphi Technique 

This paper conducts a series of surveys, utilizing the Delphi method, to identify the innate 

difficulties encountered during the SBZ administration process. 

The Delphi survey technique was originally introduced by the Rand Corporation to forecast 

technological developments. It is a tool that targets a group of participants – normally 

professionals in a particular area – to establish a consensus and to broaden knowledge, using 

multiple survey rounds (Hasson, Sinead Keeney, and Hugh McKenna, 2000).  

Some people believe that the repeated surveys could result in the respondents becoming 

biased as a result of the responses to previous rounds being revealed. However, regarding the 

issue of bias, Hasson et al. (2000) identifies an opposing point of view which considers this to 

be a strength of the Delphi technique:  

Thus, this technique is exposed both to researcher and to subject bias. As participants know the group's 

responses, they may change their views in line with what others are saying. In contrast, this has also 

been perceived as an advantage of the Delphi in that this is what brings panelists towards group 

consensus (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1010). 

In accordance with this view, providing the statistical results of previous survey is allowable 

for the purposes of this paper’s research.  

The survey consists of a total of three rounds. The first round features an open question that 

aims to collect the general observations that each participant obtained from their experiences 

with the SBZ designation process. 

 

2.4. Survey Plan 
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This survey’s questions were presented only to those who participated in the process of SBZ designation 

or construction projects in the SBZ of the Administrative City. All information relating to personal 

identification was kept unopened during the entire survey process. 

In the initial stage of the survey, a total of 38 professionals promised to participate. The 38 

participants consisted of nine professors, 18 designers, three researchers, and eight public 

officers. For the purposes of analysis, this paper classifies them into three groups: committee1, 

private party, and public party2. 

Table 2-1. Survey target groups and population 

- By career By affiliation Grouping 

Total  

(38)  

 

Professors (9) 
Planning Commissioner (2) Committee (12) 

* Abbr. 

CO01~CO12 Architectural Committee (10) 

Designers (18) 
Private Design Firms (15) 

Private Party (15) 

* Abbr. PV01~PV15 

Researchers (3) Korea Planning Association (3) 

Public Party (11) 

* Abbr. PB01~PB15 Public officers (8) 
NAACC (5) 

Land and Housing Co. (3) 

 

The survey was designed to collect participants’ views regarding their experiences with SBZs 

and to evaluate them in as integrated a manner as possible by adopting the Delphi technique 

to present the findings to public as a unified assessment of SBZ practice rather than a 

collection of individual opinions. 

The survey has three rounds in total. The first round featured an open question in order to 

collect views on what the participants found problematic during the overall SBZ designation 

                                           
1 Architectural Committee members of NAACC, Planning Commissioners of related projects. 
2 NAACC officers, LH employees including researchers 
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process. Furthermore, pre-questionnaires were included in the first round in order to gather 

the general impressions of the individuals who had participated in SBZ operations. The 

second round was designed to share the results of the first round of the survey and to make 

any necessary adjustments. The main goal of the second round was to evaluate the suggested 

issues to determine the extent to which participants agreed or disagreed regarding the issues 

identified in the first round and to obtain the participants’ views on them. The third round was 

designed to share the results of the second round and to ensure that the participants 

reevaluated the issues, reflecting any changes that may have arisen as a result of the sharing 

of opinions. The third round evaluated the significance of the issue items which are adjusted 

in the second round as a final outcome of the survey. 

 

3. Survey Result 

 

3.1. Results of the First Survey 

The first survey was conducted from March 6th 2016 to April 1st 2016 by email, targeting a 

total of 38 professionals who participated in the designation of SBZ projects in Sejong. A 

total of 34 participants replied, using the supplied answer sheet. Among the 34 participants, 

10 belonged to the committee group, 14 belonged to the private party group, and the 

remaining 10 belonged to the public party group. 

Pre-Questionnaires 

The first survey included five supplementary pre-questionnaires that asked participants to 

provide their overall assessments of the SBZ system. These questions were designed to 
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identify their views regarding the need for SBZ designation and what the SBZ system had 

accomplished with regard to the three SBZ goals identified in the Building Act. 

The first pre-question focused on the necessity of the SBZ system as a policy tool. Given the 

questions below, participants chose the degree to which they agreed, using five scale options. 

Using 1 to 5 values for each choice, the averaged answer was 4.24, and the standard deviation 

was 0.61. It can be interpreted quite positive that most of participants consider SBZ 

institution necessary. 

For the second question, respondents were asked to gauge the effectiveness of SBZs. The 

averaged answer was 3.82, while standard deviation was 0.72. The score was relatively low 

compared to the necessity of introducing SBZs. This could be interpreted as meaning that, 

while they had some positive expectations, the respondents were not sufficiently satisfied 

with the overall outcome of the SBZ system. 

In addition to the second question, three subsidiary questions were asked, which focused on 

the perceived efficiency of the SBZ system in achieving the three goals that the Building Act 

identifies. Among the three goals that the sub-questions addressed, development of 

construction technology scored lowest (with an average of 2.88), while most respondents 

highly valued (with an average of 3.94) achieving a beautiful landscape. 

Table 3-1. Summary of the results of the pre-questionnaires 

 Q1 Q2 Q2-1 Q2-1 Q2-3 

AVERAGE 4.24 3.82 3.94 2.88 3.06 

ST.DEV. 0.55 0.72 0.69 0.88 0.98 

 

In response to the open question that investigated general opinions of SBZs, which was given at the 

end of the pre-questionnaire, the participants identified several positive changes that the SBZ 
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system has produced; they also commented on the limited extent of the changes. Participant CO04 

evaluated the SBZ system positively, stating that it had stimulated parties involved to exert greater 

effort in searching for architectural advancements. However, the practical applications have been 

limited. 

PB05, PV04, PV01, PB09, PV02, CO10, PV13, PV06, CO09, and CO12 also mentioned the 

changes in architectural design that the SBZ system has produced. PB05 mentioned that 

elevation designs had become more varied as a result of the SBZ system’s relaxation of the 

district plan’s regulations concerning buildings’ number of floors and the spacing. PV04 also 

noted that a variety of elevation designs and skylines were enabled by the SBZ system’s 

relaxation of the regulations concerning the maximum length and size of building façades. 

PV01 stated that the cityscape has been improved due to the introduction of the wall-type 

façades that could be used as a result of the relaxed SBZ rules. PB09 commented that SBZ 

has generated a consensus regarding, and justification for, the need for creative architectural 

design. PV02 indicated that the shapes of apartment buildings were changed as a result of the 

new elevation designs. CO10 noted that the SBZ system has led to a dramatic change of the 

perceptions of participants in that it made them care about the cityscape and scenery. CO10 

believed that the construction companies were overly dominated by a business mentality. 

PV13 noted that new prototypes of apartment units were created as a result of the SBZ 

system being applied. PV06 also mentioned the spread of ideas regarding new building 

designs and cultural changes to residential buildings. CO09 stated that the SBZ system had 

improved the process of designing plans for residential buildings. CO12 indicated that the 

residential apartment area’s district plan was also improved by the introduction of the SBZ 

concept.  
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In general, participants mainly felt that the introduction of the SBZ system encouraged 

progress in terms of the elevation design of residential buildings. Consequently, it led to 

concerns regarding the city’s landscape, which had been heavily influenced by the 

construction of typical high-rise residential apartment buildings.  

Main Questionnaires 

As a result of the first survey regarding the problems encountered in SBZ operations in the 

Administrative City, 67 issues were identified from the responses provided by the 34 respondents. 

These 67 issues were reduced to 21, which were categorized into six groups, by eliminating 

duplicated or similar issues. The results are presented, by category, below: 

 

3.1.1. Limited environment for creative design and its management 

Fifteen respondents (44 percent of the total) claimed that there were problems in developing 

creative designs or in maintaining creative design concepts throughout the entire construction 

process. Most (12 respondents) of the claims focused on the initiation phase of a new design; 

nine of these were private participants from architectural firms. In particular, seven of them 

identified the absence of detailed guidelines concerning exempted regulations as a problem. 

CO02, PV04, and PV09 mentioned that the creativity allowed for an SBZ project was 

restricted as a result of the personal preferences of some committee members and authority 

agents, as they exercised their power over projects excessively. Similarly, CO11, CO05, and 

PB08 noted that the innovations offered by initial proposals were affected by the repeated 

reviewing process, which caused many adjustments to the initial plan. 
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Table 3-2. Survey results of category 1 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 

Public Org) 

1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are 

required. 

7 

(21%) 
- 

7 

(21%) 
- 

2. The design opinions of specific personnel are 

overly emphasized. 

4 

(12%) 

2 

(6%) 

2 

(6%) 
- 

3. The process of administration and adjustment 

undermines the creativity of the initial plan. 

3 

(9%) 

2 

(6%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 
3 

(9%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

2 

(6%) 

5. Business oriented mind hinders introducing 

creativeness design. 

2 

(6%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

1 

(3%) 

6. Besides the Building Act, the district plan’s 

regulations are too strict. 

1 

(3%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 
- 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
15 

(44%) 

3 

(9%) 

9 

(26%) 

3 

(9%) 

 

3.1.2. Aggravated feasibility and lack of incentives 

Twelve respondents (35 percent of the total) claimed that the application of the SBZ system 

aggravates feasibility of construction projects and that there were not enough incentives to 

compensate for the problem. Among the 12 respondents who held this view, the private firms’ 

responses accounted for the majority (67%). 

PV03, PV06, and PV08 stressed the escalation of projects caused by the specialization efforts 

expected of SBZ project design and also stated that some committee members had the 

misunderstanding that they considered an SBZ designation as providing special benefits for 

builders. 

PV01, PV10, and PB03 expressed concerns about the extension of project period, as it may 
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negatively affect business. They suggested simplifying the required administrative steps by 

merging multiple reviews; they also recommended not making unnecessary design 

adjustments unless the changes were related to safety or correcting illegal elements. They 

expressed the belief that maintaining the business momentum of the initial stage is important 

in ensuring the success of projects. 

PV02, PB03, PB06, CO07, PV12, and PV060 commented that the SBZ system offers little to 

attract businesses, as the public authorities may request serious changes that could easily 

undermine a business. They suggested relaxing the regulations on density or increasing the 

number of households in a lot. PB03 noted that this situation will reduce the quality of 

building in general, as businesses seek compensation for reduced profits. 

Table 3-3. Survey results of category 2 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 

Public Org) 

7. The incentives for builders/architectural firms 

are limited. 

6  

(18%) 

1  

(3%) 

3  

(9%) 

2  

(6%) 

8. The SBZ system increases the costs of projects. 
4  

(12%) 

1 

 (3%) 

3  

(9%) 
- 

9. The SBZ system increases time taken to 

complete projects. 

3  

(9%) 
- 

2  

(6%) 

1  

(3%) 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
12 

(35%) 

2  

(6%) 

8 

(24%) 

2  

(6%) 

 

3.1.3. Undecided big picture of a specific SBZ designation and design concept 

Eleven respondents (32 percent of the total) claimed that the SBZ cases had no specific 

purpose and that the overall design concept was ambiguous. Most of these opinions came 

from the public side, with 10 public respondents expressing these views, as opposed to one 

from the private firms. 



22 

 

PB11, CO09, CO06, CO02, PB08, and PB03 stated that the design objectives required by 

SBZ designation were vague. PB08 claimed that a unique concept or story should be 

identified and pursued for individual SBZ areas, taking their context into account. CO06 

mentioned that it is hard to generate an outcome for public without a clear goal. CO09 also 

noted that the vagueness led builders to focus on the relaxation of regulations without 

necessarily improving designs. PB03 noted that certain criteria or principles are required to 

assess a proposed design plan and pass judgment on it, as an innovative design proposal 

usually has both positive and negative qualities. Since every person has a different view on 

what is desirable in architecture, it is important to identify a set of mutually agreed-upon 

design preferences. PB11 stated that SBZ designation and the design competition that 

precedes it overlap in aim and methods. 

PB09, PV11, and CO07 commented that there were no detailed design guidelines. For 

example, creating an active community, which is one of the main goals of SBZ designation, 

is hard to address, as there were no detailed action plans or design instructions regarding what, 

exactly, an active community means or requires.  

CO04 and PB01 noted that reviewing and making adjustment was not sufficient. CO04 

identified the composition of architectural review committees led to inefficient reviewing, as 

too many professional sectors are represented. PB01 stated that reviews were not performed 

very well due to the difficulty of finding a balance between one area – a single SBZ – and the 

surrounding area when it comes to achieving both specialization and unity. 

Table 3-4. Survey results of category 3 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 
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Public Org) 

10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts and 

evaluation criteria.  

6 

(18%) 

3 

(9%) 
- 

3 

(9%) 

11. There are no detailed architectural design 

guidelines3. 

3 

(9%) 

1 

(3%) 

1 

(3%) 

1 

(3%) 

12. The review process was shallow, and the 

coordination was insufficient. 

2 

(6%) 

1 

(3%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
11 

(32%) 

5 

(15%) 

1 

(3%) 

5 

(15%) 

 

3.1.4. Side effects of deregulation  

Seven respondents (21 percent of the total) expressed concerns about the side effects of the 

deregulations associated with SBZ designation. Overall, these responses were distributed 

evenly among the participants groups. 

CO04, PB02, and CO12 mentioned the concern that builders exploit SBZs to circumvent 

certain regulations of district plans, and they suggested appropriate public review processes. 

PV03, PB09, and PB11 expressed concerns about the shortened pitches of buildings allowed 

by the relaxation of regulations, since this could affect privacy and daylight hours. In addition, 

PB09 expressed a concern about enlarged façade size, and PV10 worried about residents 

claiming for the recovery of the regulations relaxed by SBZs.  

Table 3-5. Survey results of category 4 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 

Public Org) 

                                           
3 These guidelines are suggest to have detailed architectural features, and that is distinguished from guidelines 

of I-1 section that clarifies the directions of exempted regulations in the entire projects. 
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13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as a 

deregulation tool. 

3 

(9%) 

2 

(6%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

14. Allowing narrow space between buildings may 

result in side-effects. 

3 

(9%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 

2 

(6%) 

15. Allowing large façade may result in side-effects. 
1 

(3%) 
- - 

1 

(3%) 

16. Revision of plans were made as a result of 

customer complaints. 

1 

(3%) 
- 

1 

(3%) 
- 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
7 

(21%) 

2 

(6%) 

2 

(6%) 

3 

(9%) 

 

3.1.5. Conflicts with Urban Planning  

Six respondents (18 percent of the total) claimed that the SBZ designation process led to 

conflicts with the existing urban management plan. The opinions were expressed by the 

public group (specifically committee members and public officers).  

PB01, CO10, PB03, and CO03 stated that SBZ designation could affect an existing city plan. 

PB01 noted that SBZs tend to affect the regulations of the existing district plan and expressed 

a concern about a loss of consistency, such as in how street walls and the green axes are laid 

out. As a result of the SBZ system's tendency to change the regulations, this respondent noted 

that the district plan is usually rigidly interpreted; however, it could be interpreted in a more 

flexible way, without making having to provide additional relaxations of the existing rules or 

making new exemptions. CO10 questioned the motivation of introducing the SBZ system to 

the Administrative City: As a clear district plan has already been developed for the newly 

established city, the introduction of the SBZ system could be interpreted as an expression of 

dissatisfaction with the current district plan or an indication that it has been improperly 

implemented. In this case, before the application of the SBZ system, the district plan should 

be followed to completion. However, the respondent agreed that the introduction of SBZs and 
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followed design competition with new ideas improved the cityscape in general. PB03 also 

commented that the implementation of SBZs should be managed carefully, with an 

understanding of the context of the city as a whole, and suggested the preparation of master 

plans for each of the city’s living zones. CO03 stated that the use of the SBZ system should 

be restricted, indicating that it should only be applied where necessary, with prudent 

consideration of a project’s circumstances. The respondent mentioned that a relaxation – e.g. 

an increase of building pitch – should not be recommended and applied on a case by case 

basis using the SBZ system; rather, it should be done through amendment of the existing 

regulations.  

PB04, PB05, CO03, and PB03 noted that there is ambiguity when it comes to modifying the 

current city management plan during the SBZ application procedure. PB04 pointed out that 

the Building Act does not make it clear whether a procedure for an amendment of the city 

management plan should be performed in addition to the process of designating a SBZ or 

whether it should be considered as having been done as part of the designation process. PB05 

mentioned that there is a conflict between the department of city planning and department of 

architecture in the NAACC due to a different understanding of how cityscapes will be altered 

by the relaxations and exemptions afforded by SBZs. CO03 stated that making modifications 

to a city plan that was created with reference to the Planning and Utilization of Land Building 

Act using the SBZ system, which is based on the Building Act, is improper with regards to 

the stability of the law. PB03 also mentioned the need for clarification on the relationships 

between associated laws and regulations. 
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Table 3-6. Survey results of category 5 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 

Public Org) 

17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of existing 

urban planning. 

4 

(12%) 

2 

(6%) 
- 

2 

(6%) 

18. The process of changing district plan during 

the SBZ designation is ambiguous. 

4 

(12%) 

1 

(3%) 
- 

3 

(9%) 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
6 

(18%) 

2 

(6%) 
- 

4 

(12%) 

 

3.1.6. Needs for feedback process and other opinions 

Three respondents (9 percent of the total) mentioned the necessity of management and 

feedback processes; in addition, issues regarding SBZ designation targets and the 

subscription process were identified. 

PB03, PB09, and PB07 stated that a feedback system and Post-Occupancy Evaluation (POE) 

is required to evaluate the changes made as a result of the introduction of the SBZ system. 

PB03 suggested that an observer is required to judge whether entire SBZ processes comply 

with the ideas initially presented in their plans. PB09 also mentioned that the changes 

produced as a result of the SBZ system should be evaluated via a feedback process. PB07 

stated that a feedback process is needed to promote SBZ system and also mentioned the need 

for evaluation criteria and a system to perform these evaluations. 

PB03 also stated that a new system of offering housing to potential residents be developed to 

cater for the greater variety of unit types that SBZ apartment buildings offer; the respondent 

also suggested varying the building types of SBZ designation. 
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Table 3-7. Survey results of category 6 

Issue Items 
Respondents 

(%) 

Composition 

(Committee : Private : 

Public Org) 

19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process 

is required for SBZ.  

3  

(9%) 

- - 3  

(9%) 

20. SBZ target sites are limited.  
1 

(3%) 

- - 1 

(3%) 

21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the 

subscription process should be revised. 

1 

(3%) 

- - 1 

(3%) 

Cat. Total (excluding overlapped respondents) 
3 

(9%) 
- - 

3 

(9%) 

 

Predicted issues 

From the previous study by Seo et al. (2010), the following eight issues were suggested as 

problems likely to be encountered in SBZ operations (See literature review section for details.)  

1. The areas to which it could be applied were limited.  

2. The central government has exclusive authority to designate SBZs. 

3. There was a lack of consistency in the designation process.  

4. The criteria which committees use to review a proposed plan are obscure. 

5. An SBZ’s ambiguous relationship with a city management plan could result in a 

problematic situation. 

6. Exemptions and relaxations are limited. 

7. There is an absence of comprehensive management.  

8. There are no detailed regulations regarding the monitoring process.  

It appears that, of these eight issues, five emerged in the case of Sejong, specifically #1, #4, 

#5, #6 and #8. If the fact that issues #2 and #3 were solved by the amendments to Building 

Act is taken into consideration, most of the expected problems were realized, with the 
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exception of the seventh. The reason why the seventh problem – the absence of 

comprehensive management – was not identified may be due to the existence of the NAACC 

as the sole authority for the entire process. 

 

 

3.2. Results of the Second Survey 

The second survey was conducted from the 19th to the 25th of April, 2016, targeting those 

who responded to the first survey. A total of 27 participants replied using the supplied answer 

sheet, meaning that the response rate was 79%. Among the 27 participants, seven belonged to 

the committee group, 13 belonged to the private party group, and the remaining seven 

belonged to the public party group.  

In the second survey, participants were asked to evaluate 21 problematic issues identified in 

the first survey, which were categorized into 6 groups. The participants were required to 

choose a number between 1 and 5 for each issue; the results are presented, in table format, 

below. The standard deviation for each response is also presented to show how the answers 

diverged. 

Table 3-8. Results of the Second Survey (Total) 

Issue Items 

Total 

Composition 

Committee Private 
Public 

Org. 

Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 

1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are 

required. 
4.5 0.5 4.4 0.5 4.5 0.6 4.4 0.5 

2. The design opinions of specific personnel 

are overly emphasized. 
3.6 1.4 3.1 1.5 4.2 0.6 3.0 1.1 

3. The process of administration and 

adjustment undermines the creativity of the 

initial plan. 
3.6 0.9 3.3 0.9 3.8 1.0 3.7 0.7 

4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 3.9 1.0 3.6 1.2 4.2 0.5 3.9 0.8 
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5. Business mindset hinders the 

introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.3 0.5 4.6 0.5 4.2 0.9 4.1 1.0 

6. Besides the Building Act, the district plan’s 

regulations are too strict. 
3.0 1.1 3.0 1.2 3.2 0.8 2.7 0.9 

7. The incentives for builders/architectural 

firms are limited. 
3.7 1.1 3.3 1.3 3.9 0.8 3.7 0.7 

8. The SBZ system increases the costs of 

projects. 
3.5 0.9 3.9 0.6 3.5 0.9 3.1 0.8 

9. The SBZ system increases time taken to 

complete projects. 
3.5 0.8 3.4 0.7 3.6 0.9 3.4 0.7 

10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts and 

evaluation criteria.  
3.6 1.1 3.7 1.2 3.2 0.9 4.4 0.7 

11. There are no detailed architectural design 

guidelines. 
3.7 1.0 3.6 1.0 3.7 0.9 4.0 1.1 

12. The review process was shallow, and there 

was a lack of coordination. 
3.7 0.8 4.0 0.9 3.5 1.1 3.9 0.6 

13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as a 

deregulation tool. 
2.9 1.1 3.9 1.0 2.2 0.7 3.3 1.0 

14. Allowing narrow space between buildings 

may result in side-effects. 
3.4 1.2 3.3 1.3 2.8 0.9 4.4 0.5 

15. Allowing large façade may result in side-

effects. 
3.0 1.1 3.1 1.1 2.8 0.9 3.3 1.0 

16. Revision of plans were made as a result of 

customer complaints. 
2.6 0.9 2.4 1.0 2.6 1.1 2.6 0.5 

17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of 

existing urban planning. 
3.3 1.4 3.9 1.2 2.7 1.0 3.9 0.8 

18. The process of changing district plan 

during the SBZ designation is ambiguous. 
3.6 1.0 3.9 0.8 3.2 0.7 4.0 0.5 

19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback 

process is required for SBZ. 
4.0 1.0 4.6 0.7 3.7 1.1 4.1 0.8 

20. SBZ target sites are limited. 3.6 0.9 4.0 0.8 3.5 0.9 3.3 1.4 

21. Due to the various apartment unit types, 

the subscription process should be revised. 
3.7 0.5 4.1 0.3 3.8 1.2 3.0 1.1 

 

Overall, issues #1 and #5 scored the highest, with a low standard deviation. Participants 

seemed to agree on the need for guidelines on exemptions, and they thought that there was a 

certain degree of interference that resulted from the business-oriented approach. 

In addition, they valued #4, #7, #11 and #19 with high standard deviations. Those issues are 

the need for monitoring, the limitation of applicable exemptions, the lack of incentives, and 
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the lack of detailed design guidelines. 

Table 3-9. Results of the Second Survey (Top 10) 

Rank 10 Most Important Issue Items (Total) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.5 0.5 

2 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.3 0.5 

3 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for SBZ. 4.0 1.0 

4 4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 3.9 1.0 

5 7. The incentives for builders/architectural firms are limited. 3.7 1.1 

6 11. There are no detailed architectural design guidelines. 3.7 1.0 

7 12. The review process was shallow, and there was a lack of coordination. 3.7 0.8 

8 21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the subscription process 

should be revised. 
3.7 0.5 

9 2. The design opinions of specific personnel are overly emphasized. 3.6 1.4 

10 3. The process of administration and adjustment undermines the creativity 

of the initial plan. 
3.6 0.9 

 

Considering where respondents diverged, committee members also considered issues #1, #5, 

and #19 as most important; they also valued issues #12, #20, and #21 highly. Items that 

scored more than 4.0 on average were chosen here, as 4.0 represent the mid-point between 

‘neutral’ and ‘strongly agree’ A score which is over 4.0 can be read as sufficiently positive to 

pass the midpoint. 

Table 3-10. Results of the Second Survey (Committee) 

Rank Important Issue Items (Committee) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.6 0.5 

2 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for 

SBZ. 
4.6 0.7 

3 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.4 0.5 

4 21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the subscription process 4.1 0.3 
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should be revised. 

5 12. The review process was shallow, and there was a lack of 

coordination. 
4.0 0.9 

6 20. SBZ target sites are limited. 4.0 0.8 

 

Private firms valued only four issues higher than 4.0, which were #1, #2, #4, and #5. 

Table 3-11. Results of the Second Survey (Private party) 

Rank Important Issue Items (Private Party) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.5 0.6 

2 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.2 0.9 

3 4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 4.2 0.5 

4 2. The design opinions of specific personnel are overly emphasized. 4.2 0.6 

 

The public party valued issues #1, #5, #10, #11, #14, #18, and #19 higher than 4.0.  

Table 3-12. Results of the Second Survey (Public party) 

Rank Issue Items (Public Party) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.4 0.5 

2 10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts and evaluation criteria.  4.4 0.7 

3 14. Allowing narrow space between buildings may result in side-

effects. 
4.4 0.5 

4 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts. 
4.1 1.0 

5 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for SBZ. 4.1 0.8 

6 11. There are no detailed architectural design guidelines. 4.0 1.1 

7 18. The process of changing district plan during the SBZ designation 

is ambiguous. 
4.0 0.5 

 

Contrast of evaluations by group 

Based on the comparison of the three groups of respondents, answers diverged when it came 

to issues #2, #10, #13, #14, #17, and #21, while answers to issues #1, #9, and #16 were 
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unified. 

With regard to issue #2 – that the opinions of specific personnel are overly emphasized – 

private firms responded with a higher level of approval (4.2) than other groups (3.0 and 3.1), 

while they gave low values to issue #13 and #17, unlike members of committees and the 

public. 

Additionally suggested supporting or opposing arguments  

In addition to the 1 to 5 scale evaluation, the participants were given the chances to elaborate 

by providing their opinions on each issue. Some of these opinions expressed approval, others 

offered opposing comments, and others made general suggestions. 

With regard to the first issue – that guidelines are required for the utilization of exempted 

regulations – the objection was presented that a guideline can restrict the creativity of the 

design process. 

With regard to the second issue – that the design opinions of specific personnel are overly 

emphasized – the objection was presented that it is natural to let an appointed planning 

commissioner develop the characteristics of a plan and to pursue what he aims at, as planning 

is not value neutral. 

With regard to the third issue – that the process of administration and adjustment undermines 

the creativity of the initial plan – the objection was presented that the SBZ process does not 

always include the competitive stage; therefore, changes to the initial plan are not necessarily 

an issue caused by the SBZ system itself. 

With regard to issues #5, #7, #8, and #9, which concerned the lack of incentives and the 
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possibility that SBZ may undermine businesses, a number of ideas that were in agreement 

were presented; suggestions including ensuring that the budget and price should be set at 

realistic levels to encourage the development of creative ideas, and a regulation on sale price 

ceiling could confine the design to period and budget, yet the SBZ was applied. However, a 

conflicting view was also identified, which stated that SBZ projects are profitable even 

though the procedures required for an SBZ project are more demanding than those required 

for normal projects. 

With regard to issue #10 – there is a lack of SBZ design concepts and evaluation criteria – the 

view was expressed that there is no consensus among participants regarding the role of SBZs 

in the entire city’s existing urban and architectural schemes. 

With regard to the 11th issue – there are no detailed architectural design guidelines – the 

objection was presented that implementing architectural design criteria cannot be an 

appropriate solution, as it limits the emergence of creative designs when it is too restrictive 

and allows the landlords to make the least possible effort when it is too broad. 

With regard to the 12th issue, which concerned shallow review processes and insufficient 

coordination between different players in the construction or planning sectors, two objections 

were presented: First, during the review process, conflict between committee members is 

common, and this is not caused by the introduction of SBZs. Second, coordination falls under 

the plan itself, not the SBZ process. 

With regard to the 16th issue – that revisions of plans were made in response to customers’ 

complaints – the objection was presented that the designation of an SBZ should not be 

affected by complaints.  
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Lastly, with regard to the 17th issue – that SBZs undermine existing urban plans – an 

approving opinion was presented that stated that it needs to be determined beforehand 

whether to emphasize specialization by means of SBZs or whether to maintain the existing 

district plan. The respondent stated that a lack of a clear decision in this respect causes other 

problematic issues related to SBZs. However, an opposing opinion was also presented, which 

stated that it is both desirable and reasonable to specialize certain areas that the original 

district plan failed to adequately address or did not develop according to the intended design. 

Inherent SBZ problems 

Among the descriptive survey responses, a participant indicated that it is necessary to 

distinguish between certain problems. The respondent believes that some of the problems 

were not caused by the SBZ system and can affect any project, regardless of whether or not it 

is connected to the SBZ system. 

Based on this view, among the 21 issues, 15 issues can be categorized as those that are 

inherent to the SBZ, while six issues are not. Issues #1, #4, #6, #7, #8, #9, #10, #11, #13, #14, 

#15, #17, #18, #19, and #20 are the inherent SBZ issues. To improve the practice of SBZ 

designation, those issues should be considered as primary concerns.  

Issues #2, #3, #5, #12, #16, and #21 are, of course, problematic and affected Sejong; however, 

they are not exclusively related to SBZ operation. Those problems can be alleviated by 

preparation on the parts of the parties concerned and the amendments to the Building Act. 

 

3.3. Results of the Third Survey 

The third survey was conducted from the 1st to the 9th of May, 2016, targeting those who 
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responded to the second survey. A total of 19 participants replied using the answer sheet 

provided; thus, the response rate was 70%. Among the 19 participants, five belonged to the 

committee group, 11 belonged to the private party group, and the remaining three belonged to 

the public party group. 

In the third survey, participants were asked to answer the same questionnaire used in the 

second survey; they were also given the result and additional opinions obtained from the 

second survey. The overall results of the reevaluation are listed below. 

Table 3-13. Results of the Third Survey (Total) 

 - Total 

Composition 

Committee Private 
Public 

Org. 

Issue Items Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 

1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are 

required. 
4.1 0.5 4.3 0.4 4.0 0.4 4.3 0.5 

2. The design opinions of specific personnel 

are overly emphasized. 
3.7 0.9 3.8 1.1 3.6 1.0 3.7 0.5 

3. The process of administration and 

adjustment undermines the creativity of the 

initial plan. 
3.1 0.6 3.0 0.7 3.1 0.7 3.3 0.5 

4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 3.8 0.9 3.8 1.1 3.9 0.5 3.7 0.5 

5. Business mindset hinders the 

introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.1 0.5 4.5 0.5 4.0 0.6 4.0 0.0 

6. Besides the Building Act, the district plan’s 

regulations are too strict. 
3.2 1.2 3.3 1.5 3.2 0.6 3.3 0.5 

7. The incentives for builders/architectural 

firms are limited. 
3.6 1.3 3.0 1.6 3.9 0.7 3.3 0.5 

8. The SBZ system increases the costs of 

projects. 
3.5 1.3 3.5 1.5 3.5 0.7 3.3 0.5 

9. The SBZ system increases time taken to 

complete projects. 
3.8 0.4 4.3 0.4 3.8 0.7 3.3 0.5 

10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts 

and evaluation criteria.  
3.3 1.1 2.8 1.3 3.6 0.6 2.7 0.5 

11. There are no detailed architectural design 

guidelines. 
3.6 0.8 3.5 0.9 3.7 0.7 3.0 0.8 
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12. The review process was shallow, and there 

was a lack of coordination. 
3.3 1.2 2.8 1.3 3.5 0.5 3.3 0.5 

13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as a 

deregulation tool. 
2.7 0.7 2.3 0.8 2.8 0.7 3.0 0.0 

14. Allowing narrow space between buildings 

may result in side-effects. 
3.2 1.2 3.3 1.3 3.1 0.8 3.3 0.5 

15. Allowing large façade may result in side-

effects. 
2.9 0.9 3.0 1.0 2.7 0.9 3.3 0.5 

16. Revision of plans were made as a result of 

customer complaints. 
2.8 0.5 2.3 0.4 2.9 0.9 3.0 0.0 

17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of 

existing urban planning. 
3.2 0.7 3.8 0.4 3.2 0.7 2.7 0.5 

18. The process of changing district plan 

during the SBZ designation is ambiguous. 
3.6 0.7 4.0 0.0 3.5 0.7 3.0 0.8 

19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback 

process is required for SBZs. 
4.2 1.1 4.8 0.4 3.9 0.7 4.3 0.5 

20. SBZ target sites are limited. 3.7 0.8 3.8 0.4 3.7 0.7 3.7 0.5 

21. Due to the various apartment unit types, 

the subscription process should be revised. 
3.7 0.5 3.8 0.4 3.8 0.7 3.0 0.8 

 

Comparing the results of the third survey with those of the second, no significant changes 

were found. The highest increase was 0.36 for issue #9, and the highest decrease was -0.51 

for issue #3. Issue #3 was ranked 10th, whereas it had been 17th in the second round, and issue 

#9 was ranked 15th, whereas it had previously been fourth. 

When comparing standard deviation, 12 of the 21 answers showed decreases in standard 

deviation, and the average value of deviation decreased from 0.32 to 0.25. In general, the 

answers converged more narrowly when compared to the second survey.  

Overall, similar to the results of the second survey, issues #1, #4, #5, and #19 had the highest 

scores. 

Table 3-14. Results of the Third Survey (Top 10) 

Rank 10 Most Important Issue Items (Total) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for 4.2 1.1 
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SBZs. 

2 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.1 0.5 

3 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.1 0.5 

4 4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 3.8 0.9 

5 9. The SBZ system increases time taken to complete projects. 3.8 0.4 

6 20. SBZ target sites are limited. 3.7 0.8 

7 2. The design opinions of specific personnel are overly emphasized. 3.7 0.9 

8 21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the subscription process 

should be revised. 
3.7 0.5 

9 7. The incentives for builders/architectural firms are limited. 3.6 1.3 

10 11. There are no detailed architectural design guidelines. 3.6 0.8 

 

However, within the committee group, small changes were made to the rankings. Issue #18 

received a higher score, while issues #12, #20 and #21 received scores lower than 4.0 

Table 3-15. Results of the Third Survey (Committee) 

Rank Important Issue Items (Committee) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for 

SBZs. 
4.8 0.4 

2 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.5 0.5 

3 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.3 0.4 

4 9. The SBZ system increases time taken to complete projects. 4.3 0.4 

5 18. The process of changing district plan during the SBZ designation 

is ambiguous. 
4.0 0.0 

 

The evaluations of the private firm group were lower overall, while the standard deviation of 

the results decreased. 

Table 3-16. Results of the Third Survey (Private party) 

Rank Important Issue Items (Private Party) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.0 0.4 
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2 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.0 0.6 

 

Several changes were made in the public party group’s rankings with regard to the entire 

average. It seems these changes were caused by the low response rate of this group to the 

third survey. 

Table 3-17. Results of the Third Survey (Public party) 

Rank Issue Items (Public Party) Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 

1 
1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.3 0.5 

2 19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for 

SBZs. 
4.3 0.5 

3 5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts.  
4.0 0.0 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

 

Dimensions of the issues 

To prevent the recurrence of the 21 issues identified, the dimensions of those issues need to 

be characterized to adopt proper solutions for each dimension. 

The first dimension should be characterized by a stage where an issue belongs. Some of the 

issues need a change of system which means that they belong to a policy making stage, while 

others need a change of practice in an implementation stage.  

The second dimension is classified by players of the issues. Some issues were brought by the 

administration, which is policy provider’s responsibility, while other issues were caused by 
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private parties, which is a policy consumer’s responsibility.  

Table 4-1. Dimensions of issues 

Dimensions Issues of System (Rules) Issues of Practice (Implementation) 

Issues of Policy 

Provider 
#4, #6, #7, #18, #19, #21 #2, #3, #8, #9, #10, #11, #12, #17 

Issues of Policy 

Consumer 
- #1, #5, #13, #14, #15, #16, #20 

 

Issue #4, #6, #7, #18, #19, and #21 fall under the system, since they require amendments of Building 

Act or modifications of the area's district plans. 

Among the other issues, which fall under the practice, #2, #3, #8, #9, #10, #11, #12, and #17 are 

policy providers’ issues. Unpreparedness of authority in terms of vision, approach, and operation is 

the primary cause of the issues. 

Meanwhile, #1, #5, #13, #14, #15, #16, and #20 belong to the responsibility of policy consumers such 

as constructors or designers. In these cases, incapability of private companies in terms of design and 

creativity is the main cause of the issues. 

Most Significant Issues 

From the final survey results, ‘the necessity of monitoring and feedback processes’ was 

chosen as the top priority, followed by ‘the need for guidelines regarding the exemption of 

regulations’ and ‘the prevention of hindrances caused by business-oriented control.’ Also, 

generally, it is appeared that the SBZ system aggravates feasibility of construction projects, 

because no adequate incentives or compensations are provided to landowners and designers. 

Therefore, it is suggested that the responsible authority should introduce detailed procedures, 

make the monitoring process mandatory and expand the list of applicable exemptions and 
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relaxations. In addition, the designating authorities should make their procedures clear 

enough to prevent unexpected delays and elaborate on the requirements of implementing 

SBZs with regard to the concept and design aspects. 

Additional Concerns 

This paper presented 21 problematic issues that were encountered by SBZ operations in 

Sejong and evaluated them in terms of their significance. However, there are additional issues 

that were not addressed during the surveys. 

For example, the nature of the Building Act as a regulation limits creativity. There were also 

certain misconceptions regarding SBZs on the parts of participants. In addition, due to being 

unfamiliar with the processes involved, an initiator of a SBZ project may face unexpected 

urban planning tasks, and this may cause delays to the project as a whole. Lastly, the 

architectural committee is not the appropriate body for reviewing SBZ projects, as it is not 

specialized in urban planning. In addition to the 21 issues identified previously, these 

concerns should be investigated further in future SBZ-related research. 

Suggestions for Landscape policy 

It seems that landscape regulations attempt to establish a balance between nurturing creativity 

and limiting disorder, or between the privatization of buildings and communalization of 

landscapes. However, it is almost impossible to reach a meaningful compromise, because 

these goals are inherently contradictory. Therefore, concerning the 21 issues identified in the 

survey, the following fundamental changes in landscape policy are needed.  

First, a consensus must be formed between stakeholders prior to the adoption of any specific 

landscape solutions, and the consensus must include a critical viewpoint on the current 
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cityscape and its management. If not, proposed solutions will encounter resistance, because, 

in general, citizens have no interest in scenery in their daily lives. However, if profitability is 

affected, it will become a serious issue for them. As a result, obstacles that hinder the 

introduction of landscape policies may emerge. Therefore, the top priority should be to 

promote people’s concern regarding cityscapes. 

Second, a clear picture of the desired scenery should be drawn before the introduction of 

policies that affect a cityscape. Participants may have varying expectations, and this can make 

the goals of a policy unclear unless it is visually depicted. For example, the need for 

guidelines for SBZ applications identified in the survey results represents a problem that 

arises as a result of ambiguity in urban design policy. Furthermore, a clear picture helps to 

establish a concrete action plan, which may eliminate the confusion regarding policy 

implementation that appeared in the SBZ cases. 

Lastly, the new plan should be developed taking the time and effort necessary to develop an 

authentic style for a city. Its scenery is part of a city’s identity, and it should not be decided 

upon over a short period of time by a handful of people. From that point of view, an effort to 

incorporate certain traditional Korean building styles into cityscapes should be avoided. It 

saves time, but the resulting style may be out of its appropriate context. Since the Korean 

architectural tradition experienced a sudden disruption as a result of the Japanese colonial era, 

the materials and techniques are outdated and expensive. Perhaps the elements that have 

merit could be adopted by modern architecture; however, developing a style of architecture 

that relies on previous techniques does not allow for cultural advancement. The plan for a 

new design should reflect the modern state of affairs; when such a plan is successfully 

implemented, an ideal and authentic Korean urban scenery may appear.  
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Appendix I – The First Survey Questionnaire 

Survey on SBZ operations 

■ Survey Outline 
 

This survey intends to clarify the problems that arise during the process of designating special 

building zones (SBZs). The results will be used as a part of a research project intended to 

improve the SBZ Act and how it is applied. 

 

This survey focuses on certain cases in Korea’s Administrative City. It performs three survey rounds, 

utilizing the Delphi method, to average the responding professionals’ opinions and identify the most 

significant problems. 

  

■ Survey design (Three rounds total) 

 First round: Collecting individual ideas regarding the problems encountered in SBZ operations by 

means of an open question. (This round) 

 Second round: Sharing the result of the first round of surveys and make adjustments. 

 Third round: Evaluating the significance of the issues, adjusted by the findings of the second round, as 

to reach final outcomes. 

 

■ Survey Target 

This survey will be presented only to those who participated in the process of SBZ designation or 

construction projects in the Administrative City’s SBZs. All of the personal identifying information of 

respondents will be kept unopened during the entire survey process. 

※ Definition of SBZ 

The term ‘special building zone’ means an area specially designated as exempt from some regulations 

under this Act or any other Act and subordinate statute or one to which such regulations shall be 

relaxed or integrated for application in order to facilitate the creation of beautiful urban landscape, the 

development of construction technology, and the improvement of systems relating to construction 

through construction of harmonious and creative buildings (Item 18 of Para. 1 of Art.2 of the Building 

Act) ; 

 

- Thanks for your time and effort - 
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<Pre-questions> 

The SBZ system was introduced in zones 2-2 and 3 of the Administrative City; please choose 

a number that best describes your evaluation. 

 

1. Do you agree on the need for introducing the SBZ system? 

① Strongly disagree  ② Somewhat disagree  ③ Neutral  ④ Somewhat agree  ⑤ Strongly agree  

(If you have, please provide additional or detailed opinions) 

 

2. Overall, was the effect of the introduction of SBZ on the Administrative City positive? 

① Strongly disagree  ② Somewhat disagree  ③ Neutral  ④ Somewhat agree  ⑤ Strongly agree  

(If you have, please provide additional or detailed opinions) 

 

2.1 According to the Building Act, the policy goals of the SBZ system are to facilitate the 

creation of beautiful urban landscapes, the development of construction technologies, and 

the improvement of systems relating to construction. 

 

2.1.1 In the Administrative City, do you think that a beautiful urban landscape was 

created as a result of the SBZ system? 

 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤  

Not at all. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Very much 

 

2.1.2. In the Administrative City, do you think that construction technologies developed 

as a result of the SBZ system? 

 

 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤  

Not at all  ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Very much 

 

2.1.3. In the Administrative City, do you think that the systems relating to construction 

improved as a result of the SBZ system? 

 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤  

Not at all. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Very much 
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(If you have, please provide additional or detailed opinions) 

 

 

2.2. Besides the three goals mentioned above, are there any other improvements delivered by the 

introduction of SBZ? 

 

  

 

- This is the end of the pre-questions – 

 

 

 

 

 

<The first round question> 

 

 Q. Please provide your findings from your experience regarding any difficulties or 

problems that appeared during the processes involved with SBZ operations.   

 

 

- This is the end of the first survey; thanks again. - 

  

No Issues and explanations 

1      
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Appendix II (1) – The Second Survey Questionnaire 

 

Second Survey Questions 

 

1. Please provide your evaluation of each of the issue presented below on the table’s right-

hand column. 

<Evaluation Scale> 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

Category Issues and counts Details EV. 

 

I. Limited 

environment 

for creative 

design and its 

management 

1. Guidelines for 

exempted regulations 

are required. 

To fully utilize the exemptions and 

generate creative ideas, guidelines and 

precedent public project cases are 

needed for reference. 

 

2. The design opinions 

of specific personnel 

are overly emphasized. 

The opinions of the members of the 

architectural committee have too much 

weight. The opinion of the planning 

commissioner who supervised the 

master plan can decide its direction 

alone. 

Overall, projects are restricted by certain 

design methods. 

 

3. The process of 

administration and 

adjustment undermines 

the creativity of the 

initial plan. 

Initial suggestions were undercut by 

coordinators or by constructors. 

Too many revisions were made as a 

result of committee reviews. 

 

4. The list of 

applicable exemptions 

is limited. 

To encourage creativity, more 

regulations should be relaxed, with a 

broader scope. 
 

5. Business mindset 

hinders the 

introduction/creation 

of new design 

concepts. 

The fixed number of houses allowed on 

a building site and the conservative 

tendencies of constructors regarding 

feasibility limited the boundary of 

designs. 
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6. Besides the Building 

Act, the district plan’s 

regulations are too 

strict. 

- 
 

II. 

Aggravated 

feasibility, 

lack of 

incentives 

7. The incentives for 

builders/architectural 

firms are limited. 

There are not enough incentives, 

especially from the viewpoints of 

constructors and designers. 

 

8. The SBZ system 

increases the costs of 

projects. 

Excessive requests from the public 

toward constructors in SBZs make 

projects more costly. 

 

9. The SBZ system 

increases time taken to 

complete projects. 

Competition and changes in district 

plans following the SBZ designation 

makes this period longer. 

 

III. Undecided 

big picture for 

a specific SBZ 

designation 

and design 

concept 

10. There is a lack of 

SBZ design concepts 

and evaluation criteria. 

There was lack of consensus regarding 

the SBZ system, a lack of adequate 

guidelines makes it harder for constructors 

to identify planning goals, which makes 

review more challenging. 

Sometimes design competition and SBZ 

designation overlapped with uncertainty 

as to what constituted a better landscape. 

 

11. There are no 

detailed architectural 

design guidelines. 

The absent of detailed guidelines caused 

frequent revisions to plans.  

12. The review process 

was shallow, and there 

was a lack of 

coordination. 

Due to the nature of committee that 

deals with various areas of construction, 

the time for the review of designs is very 

limited. Moreover, among the committee 

members, different perspectives were 

identified. 

 

IV. Side 

effects of 

deregulation 

13. The builder made 

poor use of the SBZ as 

a deregulation tool. 

Design control for exempted regulation 

is not easy, so there is a chance to 

exaggerate urban landscape. 

 

14. Allowing narrow 

space between 

buildings may result in 

side-effects. 

Narrow building gap reduces privacy 

and sunlight. 
 

15. Allowing large 

façade may result in 

side-effects 

Larger façade may block certain 

viewpoint, and might negatively impact 

quality of the cityscape.  
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16. Revision of plans 

were made as a result 

of customer 

complaints. 

-  

V. Collision 

with Urban 

Planning 

 

17. The SBZ 

undermines the 

purpose of existing 

urban planning. 

The change in urban planning should be 

limited, and, to minimize the revision 

regulations, should be interpreted more 

flexibly. The changes should be 

reviewed in the dimension of whole city 

plan. Repeating same revision of district 

plan for every SBZ should be avoided. 

 

18. The process of 

changing district plan 

during the SBZ 

designation is 

ambiguous. 

When the SBZ requires a change to a 

district plan, the relation between the 

two acts concerned in the process of 

interpretation is obscure. 

 

VI. Need for 

feedback 

process and 

other opinions 

19. Monitoring, 

evaluation, and 

feedback process is 

required for SBZs. 

To evaluate goal achievement and the 

intentions behind SBZ designation and 

to identify problems and solutions, 

evaluation processes and criteria should 

be provided. 

(Currently, the Building Act includes the 

monitoring process, but it is not detailed, 

and it is not mandatory.) 

 

20. SBZ target sites 

are limited. 

(Currently any site in the Administrative 

City can be designated, but only 

apartment building sites have been 

designated so far.) 

 

21. Due to the various 

apartment unit types, 

the subscription 

process should be 

revised. 

(Currently, it is hard to subscribe for a 

specific unit when there is a great deal of 

diversity in unit type.) 
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2. Please provide any alternatives or suggestions you may have regarding any issues in the 

list above. In particular, please correct the contents that you do not agree with and/or the 

issues that you believe arose as a result of misunderstandings. 

 

1. 

 

2. 

 

- This is the end of the second survey. Thanks again. – 
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Appendix II (2) – The Second Survey Result 

Result of the Second Round Survey 

 

The second survey was conducted targeting those who answered the first survey. The 

response rate was 79%. 

 

 Survey targets: 34 (10 from committee, 14 from architectural firms, 10 from public party)  

 Respondents: 27 (7 from committee, 13 from architectural firms, 7 from public party)  

 

In the second survey, participants were asked to evaluate 21 problematic issues identified in 

the first survey, which were categorized into 6 groups. The participants were required to 

choose a number between 1 and 5 for each issue; the results are presented, in table format, 

below.   

 

- Total 

Composition 

Committee Private 
Public 

Org. 

Issue Items Aver. 
St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 
Aver. 

St. 

Dev. 

1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are 

required. 
4.5 0.5 4.4 0.5 4.5 0.6 4.4 0.5 

2. The design opinions of specific personnel 

are overly emphasized. 
3.6 1.4 3.1 1.5 4.2 0.6 3.0 1.1 

3. The process of administration and 

adjustment undermines the creativity of 

the initial plan. 

3.6 0.9 3.3 0.9 3.8 1.0 3.7 0.7 

4. The list of applicable exemptions is 

limited. 
3.9 1.0 3.6 1.2 4.2 0.5 3.9 0.8 



51 

 

5. Business mindset hinders the 

introduction/creation of new design 

concepts. 

4.3 0.5 4.6 0.5 4.2 0.9 4.1 1.0 

6. Besides the Building Act, the district 

plan’s regulations are too strict. 
3.0 1.1 3.0 1.2 3.2 0.8 2.7 0.9 

7. The incentives for builders/architectural 

firms are limited. 
3.7 1.1 3.3 1.3 3.9 0.8 3.7 0.7 

8. The SBZ system increases the costs of 

projects. 
3.5 0.9 3.9 0.6 3.5 0.9 3.1 0.8 

9. The SBZ system increases time taken to 

complete projects. 
3.5 0.8 3.4 0.7 3.6 0.9 3.4 0.7 

10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts 

and evaluation criteria.  
3.6 1.1 3.7 1.2 3.2 0.9 4.4 0.7 

11. There are no detailed architectural design 

guidelines. 
3.7 1.0 3.6 1.0 3.7 0.9 4.0 1.1 

12. The review process was shallow, and 

there was a lack of coordination. 
3.7 0.8 4.0 0.9 3.5 1.1 3.9 0.6 

13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as 

a deregulation tool. 
2.9 1.1 3.9 1.0 2.2 0.7 3.3 1.0 

14. Allowing narrow space between 

buildings may result in side-effects. 
3.4 1.2 3.3 1.3 2.8 0.9 4.4 0.5 

15. Allowing large façade may result in side-

effects. 
3.0 1.1 3.1 1.1 2.8 0.9 3.3 1.0 

16. Revision of plans were made as a result 

of customer complaints. 
2.6 0.9 2.4 1.0 2.6 1.1 2.6 0.5 

17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of 

existing urban planning. 
3.3 1.4 3.9 1.2 2.7 1.0 3.9 0.8 

18. The process of changing district plan 

during the SBZ designation is ambiguous. 
3.6 1.0 3.9 0.8 3.2 0.7 4.0 0.5 

19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback 

process is required for SBZs. 
4.0 1.0 4.6 0.7 3.7 1.1 4.1 0.8 

20. SBZ target sites are limited. 3.6 0.9 4.0 0.8 3.5 0.9 3.3 1.4 

21. Due to the various apartment unit types, 

the subscription process should be revised. 
3.7 0.5 4.1 0.3 3.8 1.2 3.0 1.1 
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<Differentials in answers between participant groups >  

Issue Items 

Com

mitte

e 

Pri

vat

e 

Publ

ic 

Org. 

Difference  

(St. Dev) 

btw. 

Groups 

1. Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 4.4 4.5 4.4 0.05 

2. The design opinions of specific personnel are overly 

emphasized. 
3.1 4.2 3 0.54 

3. The process of administration and adjustment undermines 

the creativity of the initial plan. 
3.3 3.8 3.7 0.22 

4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 3.6 4.2 3.9 0.24 

5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new 

design concepts. 
4.6 4.2 4.1 0.22 

6. Besides the Building Act, the district plan’s regulations 

are too strict. 
3 3.2 2.7 0.21 

7. The incentives for builders/architectural firms are limited. 3.3 3.9 3.7 0.25 

8. The SBZ system increases the costs of projects. 3.9 3.5 3.1 0.33 

9. The SBZ system increases time taken to complete 

projects. 
3.4 3.6 3.4 0.09 

10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts and evaluation 

criteria.  
3.7 3.2 4.4 0.49 

11. There are no detailed architectural design guidelines. 3.6 3.7 4 0.17 

12. The review process was shallow, and there was a lack of 

coordination. 
4 3.5 3.9 0.22 

13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as a deregulation 

tool. 
3.9 2.2 3.3 0.70 

14. Allowing narrow space between buildings may result in 

side-effects. 
3.3 2.8 4.4 0.67 

15. Allowing large façade may result in side-effects. 3.1 2.8 3.3 0.21 

16. Revision of plans were made as a result of customer 

complaints. 
2.4 2.6 2.6 0.09 

17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of existing urban 

planning. 
3.9 2.7 3.9 0.57 

18. The process of changing district plan during the SBZ 

designation is ambiguous. 
3.9 3.2 4 0.36 

19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required 

for SBZs. 
4.6 3.7 4.1 0.37 

20. SBZ target sites are limited. 4 3.5 3.3 0.29 

21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the subscription 

process should be revised. 
4.1 3.8 3 0.46 

  



53 

 

Appendix III (1) – The Third Survey Questionnaire 

Third Survey Questions 

 

Lastly, the third survey is designed to converge the gap of perception on problem issues by 

exchanging different ideas and sharing overall evaluation results. 

 

1. Referring to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation. 

<Evaluation Scale> 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

If you think an issues is still a big problem of SBZ, select ⑤, while if you think the problem 

is not related to SBZ, then select ①.  

 

 Issue No.1: Guidelines for exempted regulations are required. 

- To fully utilize the exemptions and generate creative ideas, guidelines and precedent public 

project cases are needed for reference. 

 

The response on the issue of the second Survey is shown below. 

Objection: A guideline 

can affect designing 

process in a way to 

confine creativity. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 4.5, Std. Dev. ±0.5) 

Approval: N/A 
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Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ③, in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.2. The design opinions of specific personnel are overly emphasized. 

- The opinions of the members of the architectural committee have too much weight. The 

opinion of the planning commissioner who supervised the master plan can decide its 

direction alone. 

- Overall, projects are restricted by certain design methods. 

The response on the issue of the second Survey is shown below. 

Objection: It is natural 

letting an appointed 

planning commissioner to 

build up a plan’s 

characteristic and to 

pursue what he aims at, 

for planning is not a value 

neutral conduct. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.6, Std. Dev. ±1.4) 

Approval: N/A 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 
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① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer between ① and ②, in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.3. The process of administration and adjustment undermines the 

creativity of the initial plan. 

- Initial suggestions were undercut by coordinators or by constructors. 

- Too many revisions were made as a result of committee reviews. 

 

The response on the issue of the second Survey is shown below. 

Objection: SBZ does not 

always include 

competition procedure, 

therefore the change of 

the initial plan is not an 

issue of SBZ itself. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.6, Std. Dev. ±0.9) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 
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to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.4. The list of applicable exemptions is limited. 

- To encourage creativity, more regulations should be relaxed, with a broader scope. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.9, Std. Dev. ±1.0) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.5. Business mindset hinders the introduction/creation of new design 

concepts. 

- The fixed number of houses allowed on a building site and the conservative tendencies of 

constructors regarding feasibility limited the boundary of designs. 
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The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: Even though 

the procedure is tougher 

on SBZ project, it is not a 

big deal when the project 

is profitable. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 4.3, Std. Dev. ±0.5) 

Approval: 1) To 

materialize creative 

ideas, the budget and 

price should be allowed 

to set realistic. 2) Due to 

a regulation on sale price 

ceiling, designing is 

confined to period and 

budget. 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, ③, and ⑤ in 

contrast to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.6. Besides the Building Act, the district plan’s regulations are too strict. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.0, Std. Dev. ±1.1) 

Approval: N/A 
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Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ⑤ in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.7. The incentives for builders/architectural firms are limited. 

- There are not enough incentives, especially from the viewpoints of constructors and 

designers. 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: Even though 

the procedure is tougher 

on SBZ project, it is not a 

big deal when the project 

is profitable. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

(Average: 3.7, Std. Dev. ±1.1) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 
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(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.8. The SBZ system increases the costs of projects. 

- Excessive requests from the public toward constructors in SBZs make projects more costly. 

  

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: Even though 

the procedure is tougher 

on SBZ project, it is not a 

big deal when the project 

is profitable. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.5, Std. Dev. ±0.9) 

Approval: 1) To 

materialize creative 

ideas, the budget and 

price should be allowed 

to set realistic. 2) Due to 

a regulation on sale price 

ceiling, designing is 

confined to period and 

budget. 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 
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 Issue No.9. The SBZ system increases time taken to complete projects.  

- Competition and changes in district plans following the SBZ designation makes this period 

longer.  

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: Even though 

the procedure is tougher 

on SBZ project, it is not a 

big deal when the project 

is profitable. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.5, Std. Dev. ±0.8) 

Approval: Due to a 

regulation on sale price 

ceiling, designing is 

confined to period and 

budget. 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.10. There is a lack of SBZ design concepts and evaluation criteria. 

- There was lack of consensus regarding the SBZ system, a lack of adequate guidelines 

makes it harder for constructors to identify planning goals, which makes review more 

challenging. 

- Sometimes design competition and SBZ designation overlapped with uncertainty as to 

what constituted a better landscape. 
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The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.6, Std. Dev. ±1.1) 

Approval: There was no 

consensus between 

participants about the 

role of SBZ on existing 

urban and architectural 

scheme for the entire city 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.11. There are no detailed architectural design guidelines.  

- The absent of detailed guidelines caused frequent revisions to plans. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 
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Objection: Implanting 

architectural design 

criteria cannot be not a 

proper solution. Because 

it obstructs the emergence 

of creative design when it 

is too tight, and makes the 

landlords take a minimum 

action when it is too 

loose. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.7, Std. Dev. ±1.0) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.12. The review process was shallow, and there was a lack of coordination.  

- Due to the nature of committee that deals with various areas of construction, the time for 

the review of designs is very limited. Moreover, among the committee members, different 

perspectives were identified. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 
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Objection: 1) In a 

reviewing process, a 

conflict between 

committee members is 

common, and it is not 

caused by the introduction 

of SBZ. 2) Also, a 

coordination is a matter of 

a project’s characteristic, 

not the SBZ’s. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.7, Std. Dev. ±0.8) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.13. The builder made poor use of the SBZ as a deregulation tool.  

- Design control for exempted regulation is not easy, so there is a chance to exaggerate urban 

landscape. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 2.9, Std. Dev. ±1.1) 

Approval: N/A 
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Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer between ① and ⑤ in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.14. Allowing narrow space between buildings may result in side-effects. 

- Narrow building gap reduces privacy and sunlight. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.4, Std. Dev. ±1.2) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 
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 Issue No.15. Allowing large façade may result in side-effects.  

- Larger façade may block certain viewpoint, and might negatively impact quality of the 

cityscape. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.0, Std. Dev. ±1.1) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer between ① and ⑤ in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.16. Revision of plans were made as a result of customer complaints.  

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 
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Objection: A designation 

of SBZ should not be 

dominated by complaints. 

 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 2.6, Std. Dev. ±0.9) 

 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ④, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.17. The SBZ undermines the purpose of existing urban planning.  

- The change in urban planning should be limited, and, to minimize the revision 

regulations, should be interpreted more flexibly. 

- The changes should be reviewed in the dimension of whole city plan. 

- Repeating same revision of district plan for every SBZ should be avoided. 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: It is desirable 

and also reasonable to 

specialize certain areas 

that district planning dealt 

insufficiently or failed to 

deliver the intent of 

design. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.3, Std. Dev. ±1.4) 

Approval: It need to be 

predetermined whether to 

put weight on 

specialization by SBZ or 

on maintenance of 

district plan. The 

indetermination causes 
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other problem issues on 

SBZ 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer between ① and ⑤ in contrast to 

majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.18. The process of changing district plan during the SBZ designation is 

ambiguous. 

- When the SBZ requires a change to a district plan, the relation between the two acts 

concerned in the process of interpretation is obscure.  

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.6, Std. Dev. ±1.0) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 
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① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.19. Monitoring, evaluation, and feedback process is required for SBZs.  

- To evaluate goal achievement and the intentions behind SBZ designation and to identify 

problems and solutions, evaluation processes and criteria should be provided. 

(Currently, the Building Act includes the monitoring process, but it is not detailed, and it 

is not mandatory.) 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 4.0, Std. Dev. ±1.0) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

 

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer between ① and ② in contrast to 
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majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.20. SBZ target sites are limited.  

(Currently any site in the Administrative City can be designated, but only apartment building 

sites have been designated so far.) 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.6, Std. Dev. ±0.9) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, and ⑤ in contrast 

to majority’s choice? 

  

 

 Issue No.21. Due to the various apartment unit types, the subscription process 

should be revised. 

(Currently, it is hard to subscribe for a specific unit when there is a great deal of diversity in 
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unit type.) 

 

The response on the issue of the second survey is shown below. 

Objection: N/A  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 
(Average: 3.7, Std. Dev. ±0.5) 

Approval: N/A 

 

Regarding to the statistic result of the second survey and additional opinions, please provide 

your new evaluation on this issue. 

 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

Strongly disagree. ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ Strongly agree 

  

(Optional, if applicable) Why did you choose an answer among ①, ②, ③, and ⑤ in 

contrast to majority’s choice? 

  

 

2. Please provide any suggestions or opinions about overall SBZ operations. 

  

 

- This is the end of survey, I really appreciate your help and effort - 
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Appendix III (2) – The Third Survey results (Tables) 

 

<The average value of answers in both surveys and the differences>  

 

 

  

Issue No. 2nd Survey 3rd Survey Difference

1 4.48 4.12 -0.36

2 3.63 3.67 0.04

3 3.63 3.11 -0.52

4 3.93 3.83 -0.09

5 4.30 4.11 -0.19

6 3.00 3.22 0.22

7 3.70 3.61 -0.09

8 3.52 3.50 -0.02

9 3.52 3.83 0.31

10 3.63 3.28 -0.35

11 3.74 3.56 -0.19

12 3.74 3.28 -0.46

13 2.89 2.72 -0.17

14 3.37 3.17 -0.20

15 3.04 2.89 -0.15

16 2.56 2.78 0.22

17 3.30 3.22 -0.07

18 3.59 3.56 -0.04

19 4.04 4.17 0.13

20 3.56 3.72 0.17

21 3.67 3.67 0.00
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<The standard deviation of both surveys and the difference>  

 

 

Issue 

No.
2nd Survey (A) 3rd Survey (B) Dirrerence (A-B)

1 0.05 0.14 -0.09

2 0.54 0.05 0.50

3 0.22 0.14 0.08

4 0.24 0.10 0.14

5 0.22 0.24 -0.02

6 0.21 0.06 0.14

7 0.25 0.38 -0.13

8 0.33 0.09 0.24

9 0.09 0.37 -0.28

10 0.49 0.44 0.05

11 0.17 0.30 -0.13

12 0.22 0.31 -0.09

13 0.70 0.32 0.38

14 0.67 0.10 0.57

15 0.21 0.25 -0.04

16 0.09 0.33 -0.24

17 0.57 0.44 0.12

18 0.36 0.41 -0.05

19 0.37 0.34 0.02

20 0.29 0.04 0.26

21 0.46 0.37 0.09

Aver. 0.32 0.25 0.07
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요약(국문초록) 
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