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Abstract : A single-person-house-holder has been increased since 2000s in South Korea, which led to high demands for small
and medium-sized new houses requiring municipal architectural review committee consideration. And it has been argued
recently that there are many limitations in the review system. Comprehensive expert surveys and interviews were conducted
and the results were analyzed using the AHP to explore limitations in B city. The analysis with the data of 27 survey responds
found that ‘Related ordinance itself’, ‘Committee members limitation’, and ‘Absurdity on administrative procedure’ are
problematic in order of priority. It is also revealed that architects and administrative officials have different thoughts on the
seriousness of those. The results of this study are expected to be used as basic data on studies for improving the system.
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| Establishment of research scope and objective |

¢ Find limitations of architectural review system from
previous study

Literature review

Experts interview and survey

¢ Develop and finalize survey form
¢ Conduct interview and survey

Data analysis
*  AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) and consistency analysis
¢ Examining reliability with R Studio
*  Prioritizing limitations

Condlusion |

Fig. 1. Research process
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Table 1. Previous literature review

Author Literature review

Studied on municipal architectural review that

Park, Geun-Soo and | causes the prolonged construction consent, and

Hwang, Eun-Gyung | identified its problems at managerial issues. The
(2009) authors suggested re-estabilshment plan for the

role of architectural bylaw.

Studied on architectural review to promote public

value, and compared municipal governments’

standards.

Kang, In-Ho (2012)

Yu, Kwang-Heum Offered guidelines to systematize architectural
and Lim, Yoo-Kyoung| laws. The authors suggested related laws to be
(2015) standardized by including regulatory affairs.

Suggested a way to increase transparency and
efficiency of municipal architectural reviews. The
authors also proposed regulation monitoring center
for reasonable architectural administration.

Kim,Sang-Ho and
Lee, Yeo-Kyung
(2016)

Reviewed municipal governments’ architectural
administration. Through the experts survey,

Kim, Min-ji et al. the authors proposed regulatory reform

(2017) and improvement directions of architectural
administration.
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Table 2. Limitations and sub-limitations of municipal architectural

review system in B city

Limitations Sub-limitations

A1, Conflicts between laws and ordinance
A2. Local characteristics are not reflected on ordinance
A3. Lack of details on terms of references

A. Related
ordinance itself

B. Absurdity on | B1. Late updates of law changes into ordinance
administrative | B2. Unpredictable time of administrative process

procedure B3. Limits of agenda and civil affair
c. Commlttrs € C1. Committee member’s subjectivity
members . N )
o C2. Committee member’s failure to keep rules of review
limitation
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Table 3. Summary of the surveys

Item Contents
Period 2021.11/2022.04
Respondents Architectural public officials / Architects
No. of survey responds 27 ea.
Method Offline interview and survey / Online survey

Table 4. Distribution of respondents’ career

Career (year) |Under5| 5~10 | 10~15 | 15~20 | 20~25 | Over 25
Architects - - - 2 4 5
Architectural

public officials 4 8 4
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Table 5. Pairwise comparison of the limitations

Table 8. Consistency index and consistency ratio

Limitations

Importance
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Table 6. Pairwise comparison results - importance

Limitations Importance Limitations
A. Related ordinance itself 31 7 B. Absurdity on administrative

procedure

B. Absurdity on administrative C. Committee members'

13 28 L

procedure limitation

A. Related ordinance itself 27 20 c Comrlmt'teeA members
limitation

Table 7. Pairwise comparison results - average priority

\_max=A,B,C
\_max 3.01% Matrix's multiply / average of priorities
a 0.0098 Cl=@A_max-n)/(n-1),n=3
CR 0.017 CR=CI/RI,RI=0.58

Limitations Pairwise comparison matrix Standard matrix Average
A B C A B C priority
4428 1.35
A 1.000 31/7) | 27720) 0.509 | 0.584 | 0.480 | 0.524
0.464
B 1/4.428 | 1.000 (13/28) 0.114 | 0.132 | 0.165 | 0.137
C 1/1.35 [1/0.464| 1.000 | 0.377 | 0.284 | 0.355 | 0.339
Total 1.966 | 7583 | 2.814 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
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Fig. 2. Survey result - sub-limitation of ‘A. Related ordinance itself
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Fig. 3. Survey result - sub-limitation of ‘B. Absurdity on
administrative procedure’
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Fig. 4. Survey result - sub-limitation of ‘C. Committee members’

limitation’
33384 SHEL EY
3.3. 184"

3.
HEZAN] A1HE AFAIR ZRY OF02 &6
Hwsh 2i, AFAL 152 thEF SHARA AZSA
O] M9 SHAI(50.6%), ‘CAISIRIA9] SHA1(32.8%)", ‘B
=)o) SAAER0 B8(166%) £O% BRIE Q%
& SHolROW, 158 ZRY I8 CAYFIHE s
(64.3%)", ‘AASFAS M9l oFA(28.3%), BASFM &
AR B82|(74%) TO|ATKFig. 5. &, AFAF 15
£ Aol AE9] SHA'E 71 & BAletal SHSH EhHol A
OARLE Fdlohs A 152 ‘MO SHA7E 7FE
& EXlgtal SHot & 5 7] Qlklof & RIoI7t Q=

g <+ 3tk

O

T000%

60.00%

62.7%
50.6%
5000%
4000%
32.8%
3000% 26.9%
2000% 16.6%
10.4%

- . .

0.00%

B. Absurdity on administrative €. Committece members

A Related ordinance sl Y Friation

Architectural

public officials T Arhitects

Fig. 5. Importance rank by group

3.3.2M88S

F IR0 R HITR, AASA) HE| S
olH AZAF IBS ALHEO 4E'S 7 2 BAlet
SHeINT, AFY ZRY 1R A3AEM0) BREE
1A o QAN TITFE'S 7Kg 2 BAle St
%L}, 123 AHA IEE BASNC BEEA Beel
ol ‘B2ABHC] 43 7I710] o|Z0] BAs'S A 2 B
Az, A%7 2RY 15 BoANE % ug A2l
A'E Ve & BAlek SEEIEC, E6, CAoslel)
AOIME F 1% BE CLASAC] 9)919] FBH0l 4o
7 7Kg 2 7S ROk SHeIh

ZHOR, ARA IRE USRI AREQ Ko
AO| BRI AL B, C1 B1EE 71 2AI7 Bk S§
S A%5A 2R IRS ARNo0M0) WE Hrbs
SAVEO A3, B, C12 74 A/} Bkl SHE 2 &
< QIEKTable 9).

rok ok

Table 9. Survey result - sub-limitation of A,B,C by group

Items Architects Architectural public officials

A3. Lack of details about
terms of reference in
architectural laws

A. Related
ordinance itself

A1, Conflicts of architectural
laws, bylaws and other laws

B. Absurdity on

administrative B2. Unpredictable time of

B3. Limits of agenda and

administrative procedure civil affair,
procedure
C Commjttee C1. Member’s subjectivity on | C1. Member's subjectivity
members A - } -
limitation architectural review on architectural review
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