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Abstract
Despite the changes to demands and perceptions according to building deterioration, most of the previous studies on
remodeling have focused on apartment buildings, which are residential buildings. Few studies have been conducted on
buildings for general commercial use, or office buildings. Accordingly, this study set out to prepare a set of
performance criteria to assess the remodeling feasibility of office buildings. For that purpose, 23 assessment items were
devised, their importance was tested, 13 were extracted, and a set of scoring criteria for each item was prepared. Case
analysis was conducted to check the reliability of the assessment items and scoring criteria. Through this analysis, it

was found that the criteria were reliable.
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Performance Criteria to Assess the Remodeling Feasibility of Office Buildings
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Performance Criteria to Assess the Remodeling Feasibility of Office Buildings
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Table 1. Items of the 1st building performance evaluation
Section Category ltems of Evaluation Criteria of Evaluation
Frontal road Effects of Ads by Traffic at Main Roads(Image of Building) & Accessibility
Symbolism  Impact Area Around Station Bus, Subway Platform
Landmark /%\ggessibility Number of Floors of Building Obtain Symbolic Meaning and Prospect Right, Means of Transport, etc.
Importance Location of Building Degree of market demand by scale of city
of Building Downtown Area Old downtown and new downtown
Building Area Target of facility safety management act and multiple-use facilities
Disaster Disaster Communication Facility Subscription to high-speed Internet
Management Facility N Grade of target facility of specific management target facility (basic act of
Facility Grade disaster and safety management)
City Utilizability Use Zoning Degree of construction regulation by region, district by city planning
Planning Surrounding Road Environment  Existence of adjacent planned roads such as expressway
Land Value Value criteria of land and value of capitalization at the time of sales
Economic \F/%aeﬁleEstate Asset Value Building Scale Intrinsic value such as utilization of income gain
Value of Building Structure Reinforced concrete structure, steel structure, etc.
Building Rent Annual profitability per unit area based on office
Profitability  Profitability Factor of Land Value Increase Favorable factor of development and other factor for land value increase
Floor Area Ratio/Building—to-land ratio Floor Area Ratio and Building-to-land ratio per city, province, area, district
Parking Space Level of service including parking lot size,
(Gross Area/Car) installation of public parking lot around it
Eeoloical gﬁéﬂ%ﬁ%em Adjacent Parks Environment of surrounding area
Environmen Egsi(r)grﬁent Green Space Ratio Green distribution rate in the land, rest area
tal Level of Right to have sunlight Right to have sunlight with regard to surrounding building
Bulding Indoor Public Area De vi
Environment gree of pleasure of activity space
Building Structure Building Status Grade Deterioration of building and degree of structural defect
Status Deterioration Number of Years Elapsed Indoor and outdoor finishing status, comfort and beauty
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Table 2. Evaluation items and criteria for introducing a building grade ranking system

Section Category Evaluation Items Evaluation Criteria
Frontal road Ads effects(building image) by traffic of main road and accessibility
Landmark Symbolism and Obtain Symbolic Meaning and Prospect Right, Means of

Importance of Accessibility

Number of floors

Transport, etc.

Buildin
¢ Building location Degree of market demand by scale of city
Disaster . i - 0 .
Management Disaster Facility Building Area Target of facility safety management act and multiple-use facilities
City Planning  Utilizability Use Zoning ngﬁﬁgm construction regulation by region, district by city
Economic Value criteria of land and value of capitalization at the time of
Value of Real Estate Land Value sales P
Building Value Asset Value . o o . :
Building Scale Intrinsic value such as utilization of income gain
Profitability Profitability Rent Annual profitability per unit area based on office
Parking Space Lo ) ) )
Outdoor (Gross Area/Car) Level of service including parking lot size
Ecological Environment ) o )
. Environment Green Space Ratio Green distribution rate in the land, rest area
Environmental
|E_3(a\i/|§:ngf Indoor Environment Public Areas Degree of pleasure of activity space
Building Status . o
Structure Deterioration of building and degree of structural defect
Building Status f Grade g ¢
Deterioration Years Elapsed Indoor and outdoor finishing status, comfort and beauty

147



7) HE AR

AdE o] wet S| 15 AldE 28 Al
9] 7o) B 7IEolA 2tel e Y sEe
At &, AETAE Fdlo] Teoll 2= 5 1
FOAEEA w2 HEe o, | A sk, dSa,
PR TN 2okR FREsi, AldEe] S8= Y gfiof u)
2t ottt ol 15 AldE 9 2% AdER RS,

1T AEEE 359 ol g} e Eishy] 2falo
S3o] 2 et Y AR aee 7|zl
83 AEEA 215 oV 355 Ee dHA St
e 5= ol

47070¢) AET dHlolEE

Hog gt PR 2 Bt Sl HAY dEe
69,956,442 LFERL 70,0002 57+ 5591 B 552 4
Aslal Z7F S5 713 HoR 40,0002 7 55S
A7gstsich,

9) T

szApge] AR AR S5 9 AX7)Ee] o
Astel A% ZHATAEY] MR AERA 200m
o TR 200m) E T1E0R SHS A

10) 54870

S CRE e SRR
24 SAB) o 55
She o 24 SolHe] B4 o
AL A R - Al U
WP EAWAO) 30% HEE BATIOR a7sn
Jizel, QA77)e] ofet Al 2717 71218l 9.0m)
jtan it QkAoR EA19) xjgo] 30molst
A1} 7ol Tk ST} Wolxlx, 40%0lA 7
of T R} SHsto] AZAe] o
Stk Ao& Yo glof 4] B2

-1 =) 1.0
Bsalo= /g@o]—ll %ZJ’ RER=3 7]

¢

SRER

e

;:O
r

2 g
o

AN tio rk Ho il

148

12) A= 5o
AEES] QR B Ao X3 Al AldE
o] et 7% W el 2AAstel BRI, AldEe
=

APEI N S et ok A W S
A AR Aol g 718 ER Helr e
7 s 2 Az w23 2A sl 2
g0l 9] W o] et A B, C. D, BO| 571 WA=

Jeea= ok

13) A% A d =

A% Ao 4 = 718 972 = 2udyge +
71240l 2718t0] AR 2R E5 & T4 o4ie]
H, 22} 2R £ 5 159 A HREEe E5 &
20102t Aofeiion kel 2nde] BatrlE
5o Zosiirt, A% 43 | +7F 54 ofskE P

A

Ve 7128
83)0] WES s,

H7Vasiol et QBHIRC RS
SHEERCRRE P EE-Ch



Performance Criteria to Assess the Remodeling Feasibility of Office Buildings

Table 3. Evaluation scores by building grade criteria

Division P(5 Point) A4 point) B(3 point) C(2 point) D(1 point)
Width of Frontal
Road(m) 25 20 12 6 Less than 6
Number of Building 10 5 4 3 172
' PR, Metropolitan/Medium-s i ' Farming, fishing
g?pgﬂti%ri]r?ge Location Big Cities ized city Small-sized city village Others
Building Area=
Intensive
Management 30,000 10,000 5,000 1,000 5000 2t
Area(m)
General Residential ~ General Residential
’ Grade 2,3 Grade 1 Dedicated Green Area City
Use Zoning Commerce Semi-residential, Dedicated/ General Residential Area, etc.
Economic Semi-industrial industrial
\éﬂﬁn@c Land Value(Won/m*) 2,000,000 1,500,000 1,000,000 500,000 Under 500,000
g Building Scale(m) 50,000 30,000 10,000 5,000 Under 5,000
Rent per
Arealannual) 150,000 110,000 70,000 30,000 Under 30,000
Parking Space
(Gross Area/Car) 200 300 400 500 Over 500
Environment Green Space Ratio 40 35 30 25 Under 25
al Level of  Public Area Rate 40 35 30 25 Under 25
Building Building Status
Grade A B c D E
Years Elapsed 5 10 15 20 Qver 20

2 3% 5 S0l HAUT 698 AR 9 Yehton] ASI00.6%)l S Al e 2, 4
by wlgo] 0,25 2N 248 AASIOl g B4 AE K9] o7 1X42.6%)9 QeHR40.0%)] T
e volek olS9) Sl KIS o Tatle 42 2 A= ok dvenk S el

o}, gL 30th7} 51.9%= tiEEo|glon] AHL WAo)
88.9%= oJA9] 11.1%°f H|s}e] Tkt Table 5. Result of coincidence per building
Building
. . Div. o
Table 4. General information of respondents T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Frontal

63.0 704 77.8 556 00 333 556 37 407 296 430

o Road

Division '—Z’r\legrl#]%g%/ Percentage (%) oA
50's 3 " oot NUmOSr 48,1 70.4 37.0 407 444 148 704 519 296 259 33

. mportance

A 30's 14 51.9 Location 59.3 815 185 222 74 148 222 222 74 407 296

ge , L
40's 9 333 BUIdNG 503 630 519 333 333 519 37.0 296 444 444 448

50's 1 3.7 y
Sex Male 24 88.9 Zonng 222 704 593 206 4.4 296 259 259 11.1 630 38.1

Femal 3 1.1
o le 22 57 1000 Ecoromic  VAnd 1.1 852 74.1 667 148 556 11.1 519 74 48.1 426
ol . Value

BUING 111 704 37.0 48.1 11.1 111 667 37 11.1 296 300

4.1 AI‘E“_’.:_AI' a,-:%o" EH?_" 7 I"EEI' Rent 519 74.1 63.0 29.6 29.6 259 29.6 333 37.0 25.9 40.0

Rarking 00 148 185 222 1.1 7.4 37 11.1 185 148 122

2% 279o] 7+ =] disled 1-58711) BES W & space
ﬂ_-;_gj;]ao oq_roﬂ an;_ %7]_‘5: /\Elj\]—g}gil:]-_ %é:at?g 111 37 22 74 37 74 37 111 74 74 85
t22] Table 5= AAk] et Ak vles 4 Envionmental - FUOIC 4.1 333 37 74 185 667 7.4 667 206 593 34.1
\ﬂ?“;_} 7/-]\—(—3‘E 7]]0]— %[]_?_(]E]- lr—x?_ ‘60]-%”1: 7[1 F’H %T;L Building
( 64570191 71 Che02 72T 2o diat A% Situs 667 704 630 630 630 630 593 667 667 630 645
= 54.5%= Yegtt $8%0] AW =2(43.0%), A= ELCAIS, 667 296 48.1 37.0 704 704 503 556 704 370 545
%?(43_ 3%), S W2|(44.8%)0] tiet AT 40%H2 Total Grade 333 630 40.7 259 55,6 333 444 519 148 333 396
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A7 715} AR 7% 7F A B A B
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A 1gho] 20 ~ A0 L A,
Agto] Qb & 4= glom, 70 ~
90 ~ 102 Aio] o oka & 4 9k

B ATelAE AR gro] Table 63 o] 3
8015E] 7M. 808 WL 9le] Alte] 28
= oft, & FF AL S
31o] g7t WSt
7t gt Wt e 101]

e} sl @ 4 gk

A

Table 6. Correlation between researcher and professional

criteria

Div. r p
Frontal road .801 005+
Importance of Number of floor .834 003+
Building Location 923 .000#*
Building area .930 000+
Zoning area .850 002+
Economic Land value .900 .000%+*
value Building scale 915 .000#**
Rent 958 000 #++
Parking space 837 001**
) Green space ratio 1 .000**
Enwrlcgr\]/g?ental Public area .869 0071+
Building status grade 834 003+
Years elapsed 936 000#+*
Total grade 919 000+

1) =p<.01, **p<.001,
% Green space ratio is all 1 for researcher so that correlation is
not calculated.
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