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A Study on the burdensome Level of Land Donation Ratio by Increasing
Development Density

- Focusing on the case studies of District Unit Plans of Gyeonggi Province

HQAI - SBIA .

Jeon, Yu-Shin - Park, Hyun-Shin - Seo, Kwang

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to propose the appropriate levels of land donation burden
for Infrastructure when local authorities establish a new district unit plans including rezoning
for the construction of apartment. This research analysed various cases of district unit
plan decided by Gyeonggi province authority in recent five years. The results of this
study are as follows. Firstly, the average of donation ratio of Infrastructure was around
23%. This result represents that the burdensome level was appropriate. Secondly, the
simulation of the donation burden due to the increase of land value shows that it is
appropriate if the donation area is within the 20 to 25% of the district unit plans when
the land value becomes double. Finally, the burdensome level of land donation of
public facilities against the increased floor area ratio(FAR), which is applied the results of
case studies of Gyeonggi Province, was 45%. This result was an acceptable level in
consideration of precedent studies and other local government cases. Following this
results, it is expected that business entities are allowed to conduct preliminary
investigations of possibilities of new development projects, and the local authorities will
be able to provide efficient and consistent supports to Urban Planning Committee's
deliberations.
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Table 1. Present Condition about 13 District Unit Plans
Infra Laiie
. Donation | Officially Assessed
. Total . Changing -structure :
No. Site Name Rezoning only Land Price
Area FAR (Rate of f R £l
s ) (Rate o (Rate of Increase)
Total Area)
Mean 110,740 - - 34.0% 23.2% 168.4%
GNA—I-GRA | 100—200%
1 Gimpo A 191,513 36.1% 4.2% 123.9%
GNA—TII-GRA | 100—200%
2 | Dongducheon A | 136,667 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 331% 25.1% 133.8%
3 Yangju A 34,660 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 32.2% 19.2% 138.7%
GNA—I-GRA | 100—180%
4 | Yangpyeong A | 28,973 28.3% 28.3% 173.8%
GNA—II-GRA | 100—200%
GNA—TI-GRA | 100—180%
5 | Yangpyeong B | 129,301 29.7% 29.7% 205.7%
GNA—TII-GRA | 100—200%
6 Osan A 42,815 GNA—TII-GRA | 100—200% 33.1% 26.1% 227.6%
7 Osan B 149,071 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 34.0% 32.8% 201.9%
8 Osan C 159,595 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 37.8% 26.2% 215.5%
9 Osan D 140464 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 33.5% 24.1% 134.3%
GNA—I-GRA | 100—200%
10 Icheon A 268,092 42.1% 12.3% 193.3%
GNA—TII-GRA | 100—200%
GNA—I-GRA | 100—180%
11 Icheon B 113,150 39.1% 12.1% 227.4%
GNA—II-GRA | 100—200%
12 Pocheon A 54,342 GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 30.1% 30.1% 181.4%
13 Pocheon B 68,428 | GNA—II-GRA | 100—200% 32.5% 17.6% 133.9%
*GNA = Green Natural Areas, **I-GRA = Class-I General Residential Areas, ***II-GRA Class-II General

Residential Areas
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Table 3. Officially Assessed Land Price
Comparison about 13 District Unit Plans by
Determination of Urban Management Plans

Before Proposal After
of *UMP Determination
(Before 1 year of *UMP
= of (Recently Rate of
B Determination Determination | Increase
of Officially of Officially
Assessed Land Assessed Land
Price) Priced))
Z‘: 203,084won/m* | 342,099won/m’ | 168.4%

*UMP = Urban Management Plans
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Table 4. Development charge imposed on
development project

The
(%) Contents Way to .
@ Timing for | Remarks
© of Burden | Burden
Burden
5 Land
Q .
3 o Developm-
= Donation Install .
Q@ ent Plan is -
of Infra- or Cost
%) Formulated
® structure
©
«Charges
on
burden-casi .
ur en.c.a5| Authorize
ng entities Cost By-Law
a Plan
of
Sewerage
Facilities
«Charges Approval
on of an Regional
Regional Cost Implemen- | Transpor
g | Transportati tation Plan | -tation
2 -on within 60 | Funding
i} Facilities days
3 «Farmland
o )
- Creation If there
& Costs is
T | <Expenses
. damage
Incurred in
) Date of such as
Creating .
Approval agricult
Forest
Cost of an ural
Replacement
Implemen- land
Resources . .
. tation Plan | dependi
*Restoration
ng on
Expenses
develop
of ment
Mountain
-ous Districts

X Ministry of Land, Infrastructure and Transport(2013),
Rewrite by Reference

Table 5. Result of Estimation to Developer's
Burden (Based costs)

Total Land Donation
etc. Charges
Land of (Rate of TBR)
*TBR | Donation Infrastructure o .
(Rate of | (Rate of TBR) Step)
TBR) | (Planning Step) P
100% 90.3% 46.8% 43.5%

*TBR = Total Benefits caused from Rezoning

246 SEAS, H528 52 (2017)
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Table 6. Simulation Condition

Site Area 110,740m . .
(Mean of Gyeonggi Province Cases)
Increasing FAR 100%
Developme | (Green Natural Areas(100%)—Class-
nt density | II General Residential Areas

(200% upper limit applied)
Estimation of burden ratio based
Analysis on land price increase rate (1.5
Condistion | times / 2 times / 3 times) when
5% increase based on 10%




UL 2Asfo mE

TIEAlE 71RA e 2

e 20|

it

et 17

=

AlEEold B A= <3 7>3 2ok A3 ot
EX 7y "o A FAX DA 7)1 25

GOt BA4] EXHAS 71F0 2 10~20%(FA
AAFTAAGL 10~15%) 50l A Agsts] )
25%E Z3A] = AL Yoz AAslaL Q)
ol FAX G AL 10~15%0014 7|53 Fd4

o] AR, EXZIX7F A9 53 &%
= A5 WA EAVEA] dsi-S 23kt
1A Al ok refuh kel A A E SR
A 24 o F7VE 739 AR K-
HFE 50%~60%2] Tl M= AR S Al
&gtel 2lo] T3 Tie|o]e] 278 A9
z3leh= S04 tha m|Eek ole) 3 5 9l
o B EX7FA| 7} 3u) o] Aseiehd 25% ©
s sl Hoj® JiEA b Ate] A ARl Hk
A712] s M9 dlell A o] FolA Al HE
Atk A7)=9] - FAA7WF o 28] 4
20~25% <ol A
A7k ?%013} HoE, o5
A7 7% AFAAIE TS
ks

H]%_g_ ok 9392 AR

N

N

—

2 oft
rlo
f

AU AN A B8] 37w
o WACR §HE F/HE A% 7N 7]

Bapte] A4 Hekazs Aalsiit) 7uaA 7]

A FE71ES Akl e /‘Kjfsgod:rL AE
AN AABRAL Qlzol, dal HAIRA 89S

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol52 No.5 (2017) |

71T°1 XMEM OM o
g Bk ol 71 @rﬂxﬂ.@ o}
Ridiale )

R 7R RS A6 2014 19
179 #4871 AE AT A
A, oA AAXEER 71EkA A SRS AP A 2
R AR S s ofof g 7]
Z 7% A HAAE SEXo WA A 7|RAA
& 20% SRS W 7S84 E 180%E 4831
71N F7hsha ] ol we} 2884 Fo] A
H=E ahglen, 20% Vvt 7ol 288 A
F815o] vlopA iﬂﬁﬂi SedEIQIch. A A
olF

7ol

H}E”X‘ Stk BAATAE oF 4= Qo] Z7HE

50| 45%9 Gl EXHAS N 7]
A FRFEoR AN 2o AAsitia B
A=

ol AHg Ak FAANA ALERAAE B8l A
S8k gl S7REAE ] 60%9} 50%ETHE W
8oL} oju] A7} o]Fol7] YmAl ol T
71 el A FETE A —irﬂé}ﬂ 94

7]

247



Table 7. Simulation results of Percentage of Land Donation of Infrastructure compared with Total
Benefits caused from Rezoning(TBR) due to Increasing Land Price

Percentage of
Land Donation of

10% 15% 20% 25%
Infrastructure
(Based on Land area)
Increasing Land
Price (Multiple) 15 2 3 15 3 15 2 3 15 2 3
Total Burden of | 15) 0 | 477, | 2940 | 107 | 6234 | 400% | 1324% | 787 | 518« | 1612% | 973 | 653
Developer's TBR
Land
Donation of | 335 | 20, | 167 | 529 | 3534 | 265¢ | 7504 | 500% | 375 | 1000% | 667 | 500
Infrastructure
(Costs)
Charges on
o | (Regional | o6 | 1120 | S| 237 | 19| 59| %20 | 126v| 63| 269 | B | 6
o) ransportati-
2 | on Facilities
g Farmland
e Creation 17.% 9.0% 454 | 19.0% A47% | 202% | 101% 506 | 215 | 108% 549
= Costs
& | Charges on
2 | burden-casing
e entities of 25% 1.3% 0.6% 2.7% 0.7% 2.8% 14% | 07% 3.0% 1.5 0.8%
= Sewerage
Q Facilities
& Expenses
gh Incurred in
A S 266 | 13| 06x | 27« 07 | 2% | 14| 07% | 31x| 15 | 08
B Forest
Replacement
Resources
Restoration
f/fpens‘?s of | Seu| 28| 14¢| 5% 15 | 63 | 31%| 16x| 67%| 33| 17
lountainous
Districts
2. HHE CHH| Z|HIA|A 7|1 B2X|L X 2H|E Table 8. Results
Contents Base | Results
17 2ALR] ZAALY 2RL 9)Et Qx| Land Donation Only about
TASA 2 FAE AR $A9 (Case by 13 District Unit Plans) | '@ | 23%
W7 Al A|2F HEEAR|S o]sle] SEX]9S F Burdensome Level of Land about
- - Donation by Increasing FAR Area
TS k=N 2zom Justgul A7 Y 9 9
of3kaL, §4EE 200% o= Uastal 371 (Case by 13 District Unit Plans) 47%
9] $|ETh= g S EAERA A2Edutss Total Burdensome Rate of sbout
A o] AshaABL- 95000 B2 A7|E 2-037] Total Ben;i:;ncis;sed from Costs 90%
ol tjsl] FHA SHo A =gho] A= 4 Ut} Contribution burden ratio of Area | 20725
RO <7 959} 7+ 27 dlol] AAEQIE & land value increase %
Proper Burdensome Level of
TS 7L 7% AR A, s s Land Donation by Increasing Area | 45%
A=A Y AFANFAX ] SHF) WA PAR Results)
248 "ZEAZ, M523 5% (2017)



WL 2A3p0 ME 7|8HAE 7| 2R E REE0

o]

et 17

=

I

S Agato] 100%S 7] 0R 250%7H4] &
7¥eke Ao sHgsiglon, S48 1% 7k
4SS AEAHA gu] 7]WAIA 7)1 RAE H A o]

S|
A ek aS A

Table 9. Simulation Condition

Rezoning Increasing FAR

Developme | Before | After | Before | After

MO | ona | I | j00% | 250%
GRA

Influence on Land Donation of

Analvsis Infrastructure  Ratio  per 1%
Con dgﬁon Additional FAR
(Ratio of Infrastructure Area to

Total Building Area Ratio)

*GNA = Green Natural Areas, *II-GRA = Class-II General
Residential Areas

<71 8482 45%°) dldehs EAHAS 7]
WA 7AW o= abgstal, o] F A
Al 71 7R AR A9l g e A8
AAe A WA & §HES A8st] 115
AWAE 2t AFAWA gin] 71RIAA 7] 5
AR o] 2R ak= Hl&(o]8) WAL 7]
AlE01E) S AFEET

WA 85X BA 5 &4 E0] 200%Y
745 7PN 715 A Al e Ee] 14.52%0] A,
B 2359 W) 14.84% % &2 07 F7}elA]
gholE Ao Fuu|go] HAaf ks 3o

Percentage of Land Donation of Infrastructure
by Total Floor Area

10.00% —
(14.52%) (14.84%)  (1479%)

1400%

1200%

10.00%

500%

200%

000%
100% 200% 235% 250%
%)

Figure 1. Percentage of Land Donation of
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