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PART I: ROUNDTABLE RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
PROCEEDINGS 
 

Part I summarizes the substantive outputs of the Roundtable Forum.  It includes the fol-
lowing sections: 
 
 
Section I.1 Introduction by the Executive Secretary of PRCUD  

Section I.2 Summary and Recommendations of the Roundtable Forum 
 

Section I.3 Keynote Speech  

Section I.4 Session 1: Jeonbuk and Saemangeum in the Northeast Asia 
Context 
 

Section I.5 Session 2: Saemangeum in the Context of Regional Develop-
ment in Korea 
 

Section I.6 Session 3: Masterplanning for Saemangeum 

Section I.7 Session 4: Finance and Investment  
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I.1 Introduction by the Executive Secretary of PRCUD  
 
The Pacific Rim Council on Urban Development (PRCUD) is a not-for-profit association 
whose membership comprises professionals with significant expertise and experience in a 
broad range of urban development issues.  PRCUD holds regular roundtable forums 
throughout the Pacific region at the invitation of local hosts who work closely with us to select 
a suitable topic of interest and to plan the event.  Recent PRCUD forums have addressed 
issues as diverse as cultural heritage preservation in Nanjing, China (2004), inner city re-
vitalization in Palembang, Indonesia (2002) and riverfront redevelopment strategies in Ma-
lacca, Malaysia (2001).  
 
The PRCUD Roundtable Forum is a tremendous benefit to the host city as well as to do-
mestic and foreign participants.  By providing a venue for the forum, the host city benefits 
from intensive interaction and dialogue over several days with experts from around the world 
who maintain a consistent and substantive focus on key issues of interest to the host city.  
Domestic experts participating in the forum strengthen and expand their international net-
work of colleagues, and they learn more about how other cities address similar challenges to 
the ones theirs faces.  International participants, many of whom have participated in several 
PRCUD events, enjoy the opportunity to develop more in-depth knowledge of the urban 
development context in various settings throughout the region. 
 
The focus for this year’s PRCUD Roundtable Forum is the enormous and fascinating 
Saemangeum land reclamation project in North Jeolla province.  It has had a long and 
controversial history as successive governments at the national and local level have en-
deavored to shape the project.  It has also excited the interest of an impressive confluence of 
business interests, environmentalists and other stakeholders representing various facets of 
civil society. 
 
As our report makes clear, we find that past controversy has obscured the tremendous 
potential the Saemangeum land reclamation project has to serve as an important catalyst for 
future change within the region – not just geophysical change, but economic and institutional 
change as well.  Large-scale infrastructure planning in Korea has traditionally been con-
ducted in a top-down approach motivated by supply-side considerations.  We envision the 
opportunity here for a meaningful transition to a broader-based stakeholder approach that is 
more responsive to demand-side considerations. 
 
Our report makes specific recommendations about the strategic planning mechanisms and 
institutions that are most suitable for helping to implement such a transition.  The potential 
benefits to Korean society are enormous, and we are optimistic about the opportunities for 
achieving such outcomes.  On behalf of PRCUD President Cor Dijkgraaf and other members 
of the Council, we are grateful for the opportunity to participate in this most worthwhile en-
deavor. 
 
Eric J. Heikkila, Ph.D. 
PRCUD Executive Secretary 
Los Angeles, December 2005 
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I.2 Summary and Recommendations of the PRCUD Forum 
 
The principal observations and recommendations of the PRCUD members were presented 
at the concluding session of the PRCUD Roundtable Forum.  These observations are 
summarized below, and provide the framework for the final report.   

I.2.1 Overall Recommendation  
 
The overall recommendation of the PRCUD members is to set up a development authority 
for Saemangeum, consisting of members from the public and private sectors and headed by 
the Governor of Jeonbuk province, which would coordinate a strategic planning process for 
the project area.  As part of the strategic planning process, the members of the development 
authority should develop three or four alternative options, evaluate these options, and se-
lect the most viable one. 
 
The general conclusion of the PRCUD members is that the most viable alternative for 
Jeonbuk is one which combines the assets of the province (including its rural character, 
natural environment and good quality of life) with an emphasis on moderate development 
that is complementary with the province’s natural and historical traditions.  Within the 
context of the reclamation of Saemangeum, this would point to the development of a feeder 
port for the Northeast Asia region rather than a large-scale industrial port complex, whose 
market position and value-added to the region is uncertain, at best. 
 
The different components of this overall recommendation are summarized below.  

I.2.2 The Opportunity 
 
The global context presents Jeonbuk province and the Saemangeum project with huge 
opportunities, as well as substantial challenges.   

Opportunity:
Dynamic NE Asia 

region

Opportunity:
Dynamic NE Asia 

region

Challenge:
Fierce competition 

in NE Asia

Challenge:
Fierce competition 

in NE Asia
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The opportunity is the rise of Northeast Asia as a global hub for manufacturing and trade.  
The Northeast Asia region is currently the most dynamic region in the world in terms of 
economic growth.   
 
The strategic location of Jeonbuk province and the Saemangeum project in the heart of this 
dynamic region provides unprecedented opportunities for: 
 

• Maximizing collaborative advantage 
• Developing complementarity and connectivity between regions and sectors 
• Exploiting Saemangeum’s potential as a catalyst for innovation 

I.2.3 The Challenge 
 
The challenge for Jeonbuk and Saemangeum will be to assess objectively their competitive 
position relative to competitors in the Northeast Asia region, particularly if a major port 
complex is planned for Saemangeum:  
 

• How to put Jeonbuk province on the map? 
• What is the comparative advantage of Saemangeum in the Northeast Asia context? 
• How to overcome Jeonbuk’s poor connectivity and the absence of a hinterland for 

Saemangeum? 

I.2.4 Saemangeum as a Catalyst for Innovation 
 
Saemangeum can be a catalyst for innovation, for Jeonbuk province and Korea, across a 
range of areas: economic, social, environmental, and institutional, including in finance.  The 
project can stimulate: 
 

• New economic structures and activities, including research and development;   
• A shift in social values, and an improved quality of life;   
• Eco-tourism and cleaner environmental technologies;  
• New institutional and planning structures and financing models.   

 
To accommodate greater innovation, planning for Saemangeum needs to be proc-
ess-oriented rather than project-driven.  
 

• But how to seize the opportunity for innovation? 
• How can innovation and change be shaped? 
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I.2.5 A Strategic Planning Process 
 
A strategic planning process for Saemangeum is recommended, consisting of several 
sequential steps: 
 

1. Set up an Advisory Board (Development Authority) to coordinate the planning 
process, chaired by the Governor of Jeonbuk province. The Board should consist of 
members from the public and private sectors. 

 
The Board should coordinate a process that includes at least the following steps: 
 

2. Formulate a range of development options for Saemangeum; 
3. Build several scenarios for the anticipated development of Saemangeum, based on 

potential trends in Northeast Asia, Korea and in the province; 
4. Develop and apply a clear and consistent evaluation methodology for evaluating 

alternative options and scenarios, and feasibility analysis; 
5. Assemble the “product”: identify relevant projects to fit with the chosen scenario, as 

well as critical infrastructure, vision, and “brand”; 
6. Put together a master plan that will produce the document required to attract in-

vestors; 
7. Decide on suitable financing models. 

 
Implementation of a master plan for Saemangeum should only proceed once a thorough 
strategic planning process has taken place, involving a range of public, private and com-
munity stakeholders, to increase the prospect of “ownership” of the project.  Based on 
worldwide experience, the strategic planning process may take as long as two years.                                     

                              
                                     

                                                                                                
A model of the Saemangeum 
project. Photo courtesy of JDI. 
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I.3 Keynote Speech 

Development Strategy of Saemangeum New Port: Odyssey or 
Oddity? 
 
By Roel den Dunnen1

I.3.1 Introduction 
 
The Province of Jeonbuk, strategically situated on the west coast of Korea, in the delta of 
two rivers, wants to create a new agricultural territory by means of a land reclamation 
project, and build a new port which has to become the logistical ''hub'' for Northeast Asia. 
 
A development strategy of a new port has to take into account: 1) the new port site; 2) the 
existing port; 3) the province of Jeonbuk; and last but not least; 4) the existing notions about 
towns, new developments, environmental strategies, planning and execution. Furthermore 
a port, embedded in an existing region, is also part of a ''living entity, a living ''organization in 
space''. 
 
This paper starts with some theoretical annotations about the growth or development of 
regions, cities and ports. Second, it presents a study of the development of the city and port 
of Rotterdam along the lines of the theoretical set-up. In the last part I want to outline the 
development of the city/region and port of Jeonbuk. The Saemangeum new port in par-
ticular and her practical consequence, is the focus of the fourth part. The paper ends with 
some points of attention. 
 

                                                        
 

Mr. Roel del Dunnen, 
Keynote Speaker. 
Photo courtesy of 
JDI. 

                                            
1 Note: Parts of this speech have been edited or re-formatted for this report. The content of the 
opening speech has not been altered.  
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I.3.2 Theoretical Annotations 

t strategy that also claims to be successful, you 
hould set out an action plan. Planning in my view is always ''action oriented thought''. 

ing 
e international hub for Northeast Asia'' and starting a huge ''land reclamation project'', 

onomic and societal structure of a region or city, the first question should 
e; ''in what sort of system will the (new) port be embedded?'' That brings us first and 

terized a favorable location as the ''primary 
rce behind economic growth because it is permanent''. Location in a general sense has to 

s, “what makes the regional economy grow?"  Why do 
ome regional economies grow faster and better than others? Friedmann (117) already 

 concerning their economical 
growth). 

 
Looking Strabo’s and Friedmann’s suggestions, I recognized in my inaugural ad-

ress as planning professor (den Dunnen,1995, 10) nine factors as being particularly es-

al Setting 

urish near ''crossroads and rivermouths or near favorable soil condi-
ons”. In more modern terms, as I mentioned before, they should possess effective links to 

 
If you want to start with a developmen
s
 
A region or city that prepares itself for such far reaching and ambitious goals as ''becom
th
should think twice about the strengths and weaknesses of its present position, but above all, 
about its economic and societal structure. These should be re-evaluated extensively before 
taking any action. 
 
Starting with the ec
b
foremost to the notion of the physical setting.  
 
The Roman geographer Strabo already charac
fo
do with networks, more explicitly, with transportation networks like road, rail, water, air and 
their proximity to border zones. The presence of a strategic function in international traffic 
(in this case, accessibility to the sea and rivers, for navigation possibilities) is very important. 
In essence we are talking about land, nature and climate as the forces that are responsible 
for the environmental embedding. 
 
The second question that occurs i
s
suggested in 1973 that the following factors were essential: 
 

1. Regional consciousness (the focused idea of a group

2. Transfer of information, of innovation and the organizational capacity for that 
transfer. 

 closer at 
d
sential to the explanation of regional development. 

I.3.3 The Geographical System: Physic

Location (factor 1) 
 
Cities develop and flo
ti
the international transportation networks by air, road, water and rail. Also the positioning 
versus other cities and regions is essential. Location alone is insufficient—it should be ac-
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tively exploited. That presupposes adoption and change. 

I.3.4 The Social System 

The Power Structure of Society (factor 2) 

e democratic or more authoritarian? ''A tightly 
ontrolled, rigid, hierarchical system of power will be less permissive of innovations than an 

e a population that is willing to promote economic 
rowth, and is this identifiable in existing political participation in organizations? Do you see 

 
rganization capable and powerful enough to make its own decisions, 

uch as raising taxes, regulating land use, and planning for development?  

e willingness to promote economic growth in Jeonbuk 
rovince (as mentioned in point 3), but also the capacity to organize economic structures in 

istory (factor 6) 

e events in the past like disasters, flooding, war etc?  
hat were their conclusions and did it bring forward new opportunities? 

 
Is the societal organization and structure mor
c
open, horizontal, non-bureaucratic system of dispersed power” (Friedmann, 27). Are the 
inhabitants or their leaders capable of exchanging ideas and working together, so that one 
really sees chances for the improvement of the economy? 

I.3.5 Psychosocial Infrastructure 
 
Regional Consciousness (factor 3) 
 
Does there, in the Jeonbuk region, liv
g
this promoted in the existing media? 

Autonomy (factor 4) 

Is the regional or city o
s

Organizational Capacity (factor 5) 
 
Major points of focus for the people ar
p
their society. It is of great importance to have a significant number of internationally-oriented 
actors in public and private sectors who have active contacts in various international net-
works.  This is especially the case if you have to work closely together in partnerships that 
plan and will manage the city, region and port.  

I.3.6 History 

Learning from H
 
How did the people cope with larg
W
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I.3.7 Change 

Innovative Capacity (factor 7) 
 
New opportunities mean willingness to organize change and being capable to organize that 
sort of change—also called innovation. 
 
Also important are the widespread and Generally Accepted Social Values (factor 8), 
such as the dominant religion and rituals and historically founded principles in society (as 
we saw in a democratic or authoritarian way), and the Creative Processes (factor 9), as 
you can detect in culture, education, quality of life etc.  
 
Before starting any ''development strategy" and later on trying to implement it, it is also wise 
to give full attention to those nine items mentioned up till now. 
 
In the following section, I will elaborate on the so-called "Rotterdam case". The same nine 
items I will use one by one to indicate how those variables have occurred in the develop-
ment of the port of Rotterdam, illustrating their importance. 
 

I.3.8 The Rotterdam Case Study 
 
The Geographical System 
 
Europe's population of approximately 250-300 million people produces and consumes 
around 25% of the world’s products and goods. Because not every product that is con-
sumed in Europe is also ''produced'' in Europe, there exists a world wide ''flow of goods'' and 
demand for products. And even if a product is produced inside European borders, you will 
detect an open competition between imported and the self-made goods and services. A lot 
of European products compete on the world markets. Europe’s ‘‘doors’’ to the outside world 
are its seaports and airports. The most important seaports are: Bremen (52 million tons of 
cargo) Hamburg (114 tons) Amsterdam (74) Rotterdam (352) Antwerp (152 tons) Le Havre 
(76) Marseille (94), and London (53). Measured by millions of tons of cargo, Rotterdam 
handled by far the most and is therefore the biggest ''front door'' to and from Europe. Rot-
terdam has been the world’s largest port since 1964, but was surpassed by New York in the 
year 2000. After 2000, Singapore (393 million) and Shanghai (379 million) took over the first 
and second position. This is a reflection of a worldwide rapidly developing Asian region. 
What is remarkable is that of the ten of the biggest seaports worldwide, eight of them are 
now Asian ports: Singapore, Shanghai, Ningbo (225) Hong Kong (222), Guangzhou (215), 
Tianjin (206), Nagoya (180), and Qingdao (162). Measured by cargo in containers, Rot-
terdam holds a number 7 position, behind Hong Kong, Singapore, Shanghai, Shenzhen, 
Busan and Kaohsiung. 
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The city of Rotterdam and its port are located at the border of the North Sea, in the 
marsh-lands formed by the navigable river Rhine (the biggest European river, flowing 
through Germany, Switzerland and the Netherlands) and the Meuse (running through Bel-
gium and France).The most important economic regions in Europe are connected with 
Rotterdam by means of the river Rhine. 
 
Before World War II, Rotterdam was a modestly important port (around 30-40 million tons of 
cargo yearly handled), but not outstanding in Europe. The city was characterized by a ''one 
sided economy'' heavily leaning on the port and its economic developments. After the end of 
World War II a spectacular growth started, reflected in the booming amount of handled 
cargo. A summary in volumes gives the following picture of cargo, handled during the year 
2004: 
 

- Agribulk: 10,5 (million metric tons; gross weight x1000 metric tons) 
- Iron/ore: 42,1 million 
- Coal: 25,3 million 
- Dry bulk: 11,1 million 
- Crude oil: 102,0 million 
- Oil products: 33,2  million 
- Other liquid: 25,6 million 
- Containers: 82,4 million 
- Roll on roll off: 10,9 million 
- General cargo: 8,8 million 
- Total: 352 million tons of cargo 

 
The natural depth of the river is approximately 15 meters; dredging is done up to 25 meters, 
around the clock, all year long. Dredging is happening not only inside the port, but also 
stretching out 40 km into the North Sea, between England and France in the so called 
''eurogeul (channel)”, to allow mass cargo-iron/ore-oil tankers to enter the port. 
 
The port is connected by literally all means of transportation: river, road, rail, pipeline, air, 
sea and electronic highway. The expansion of Rotterdam was closely connected to the 
growth of the German economy after the end of the war in 1945. Although a Dutch port, 
Rotterdam is in fact Germany’s biggest port, trans-shipping more cargo than all the German 
ports together. Apart from that fact, Rotterdam as a community was able to ''grasp'' the 
business opportunity that came along. Of course it had a well developed economic sub-
system, good connections and is centrally located. But the same is true for the port of 
Amsterdam (70 km north of Rotterdam), Antwerp (80 km to the south of Rotterdam) and of 
course London (8 hours sailing). That brings me to the second item in measuring the de-
velopment of a port annex city. 
 
History/Learning from History 
 
World War II hit Rotterdam literally in the heart. The inner city was absolutely flattened and 
bomber raids destroyed 25,000 houses and 7,000 industrial buildings in just one day. A 
second bombardment in 1943 blew away another 3,000 houses and 300 industrial buildings. 
When the Germans left in 1945 they destroyed all the port facilities, cranes, warehouses, 
etc.  During the war they had confiscated lots of machinery, and transported them to 

10 
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Germany, not to mention the many artworks (paintings, etc.) they piled up in the various 
collections of the Nazi-leaders. The port literally didn’t exist any more! 
 
After the war the priority of the economic revival was the reconstruction of the port and city. 
Working long hours and living rather soberly because of the shortage of goods, the people 
wanted to bring an end to their poor living standards as soon as possible, with support by 
the generous "Marshall-aid" plan of the United States. The period between 1945 and 1965 
was dominated by a booming economy. There was during that time a well-established 
cooperation between the leading elite in the port, that is industry and banking leaders, as 
well as the labour force and the city and port authorities. The Rotterdam seaport in those 
days was called a ''city-port'': the port authority was a part of the city management. The port 
authority acted as a landlord, letting out embankments, constructing harbor basins, roads 
and taking responsibility for matters of safety and the piloted entrance of the port. The in-
dustry, located within the port, built and owned its own warehouses, cranes, ships etc. 
Large parts of the industry were connected with the port as there is shipbuilding, chemical 
plants/industries. As far as the oil/chemical sector is concerned, all the big oil companies 
selected Rotterdam as their main European gateway. 
 
All these parties together created a spectacular economic growth, reflected in the millions of 
tons of cargo that flowed through the port into the hinterland of Germany and beyond in 
Europe. In this ''rebuilding'' period the regional government was supported in setting out its 
goals by an attentive national government, especially with regard to the responsibility to-
wards the national waterways and the condition of the majority of the dikes, which were 
heavily damaged during World War II. The main dominating force during those 20 years 
was “consensus''.  Even forty years after the war, public figures were able to motivate 
people to set out several common goals in the private and public sector, just by referring to 
''the spirit of the reconstruction period.'' 
 
Change and Innovation 
 
The importance of an innovative capacity for any regional economy is in my view the most 
forceful drive. I will illustrate this statement with two clear-cut examples: the growth of ship- 
sizes and “containerization”, the last item better defined as the change from man load to unit 
load. 
 
Directly after World War II the oil companies, already present in the port, indicated that there 
was a growing trend in the world towards bigger ships, and they expressed their desire to 
the city-management for the port to be ready to receive these big ships. The 
''port-economical-complex-leaders'' decided to send a delegation to the United States to 
verify these shipping trends. They came back, convinced of these trends and started im-
mediately to outline a new strategy and annex an action plan to construct a new infra-
structure. The driving slogan behind the plan was formulated as follows; ''the quays should 
be ready before the ships arrive!''.  This in fact amounted to heavy investments by the port 
authority and the private sector, confident that this trend indeed would materialize. And it 
did! The expansion of ship sizes has been a worldwide phenomenon: from the dawn of 
civilization to the year 1945 ship sizes increased from zero to 20,000 tons, and between 
1945 and 1965 they increased up to 350,000 tons! This demanded a rapid extension of the 
port area, each extension being bigger (in acres) than the total of the existing port area 
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before—the Botlek basin in the 1960s, the Europort basin in the 1970s and the Maasvlakte 
1, reclaimed from the sea in the 1980s. Today the Maasvlakte 2 expansion project is al-
ready designed, approved, and ready to start next year (see Case Study 2 in Part II).  
 
At the same time that the entrance to the port had to be deepened (the natural depth being 
some 15 meters), new ship sizes were asking for a draft of up to 25 meters. Along with the 
growing ship-sizes, a project to deepen the entrance-canal was requested: in 1966 this 
called for depths towards 60 feet in, 1975 it was 68 feet and in 1981 75 feet (approximately 
25 meters).  Not only the port area itself had to be deepened, also the entrance channel, 
which in reality meant  that a gully was dredged out over a length of 40 kilometers into the 
sea, more or less connecting the Euro-channel with the port. Because of the sandy sub-soil, 
dredging has to be done day and night, 260 days per year. This in turn asked for innovation 
by the dredging industry. Better, bigger, more efficient dredgers were asked for, and 
eventually came about. The Dutch dredging industry nowadays holds 70 % of the worldwide 
dredging market, a figure that is undoubtedly influenced by the push given by the exten-
sions of the Rotterdam port. 
 
The change from man load to unit load, by way of introducing the container, shows a similar 
profile. The container was invented in the United States by a blacksmith in the 1930s, and 
promoted during World War II.  In the late 1950s, rumors started that the container concept 
would be able to replace the more conventional ways of cargo handling. The Port Authority 
literally forced the private port companies to combine their investments in the building of a 
new terminal, rather than having dispersed development. They founded the Europe Con-
tainer Terminal (ECT), together with the Dutch railway company. During the first years of its 
existence the ECT was not profitable, until they discovered that not the ship has to be seen 
as the key player, but the whole chain, the logistical chain, the flow of goods. That in itself is 
a remarkable innovation. It triggered technical innovations, container cranes, new methods 
of stacking and retrieving, and a new connection to the loading and trucking of the con-
tainers.  Do not underestimate the spin-offs of these innovations. The Dutch in the past were 
already the'' movers of goods'' in Europe, today they hold over 30% of all the movements in 
Europe by road and 60 % by water. 
 
Using the existing creativity led to new inventions and became a “push factor” in the de-
velopment of the region. This focus on innovative capacity is essential in any regional 
economic sub-system. However, three main conditions must be met as a base to promote 
innovations: 
 

1. A stable, built up economic sub-system, as in the Rotterdam case, where there al-
ready existed the oil/chemical industries, established stevedores, trucking compa-
nies, railway companies, inland shipping companies, labor unions, a banking sys-
tem, a local port authority, nearby universities, etc.  

2. Openness between the leadership of the different sectors, and the will to commu-
nicate.  

3. Social cohesion, the ability to set developmental goals and raise money to invest.  
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Organizational Capacity 
 
From the above-mentioned developments, it is clear that without capable actors, such as 
the presence of leadership in public and private sectors, growth will not take place 
 
In the 1970s new developments gave this—until then successful—model a new boost 
because of three major changes: the shipbuilding industry moved to Japan and later to 
South Korea. Both countries were able to produce cheaper and better ships. At the same 
time, in Holland, environmental groups started to protest against the dominant economic 
growth model and its impact on environmental regions. Inhabitants of the city started to turn 
their attention towards urban renewal and there occurred a shift in attention away from the 
heavily dominant economy towards other social problems. 
 
The underlying problem was that the different sub-systems in society were drifting apart, 
setting different goals and competing among themselves for attention—and not without 
reason. To illustrate this: the air and water pollution in the Rotterdam area at that time was 
the highest in the Netherlands, life expectations were lower than average. It took time to 
''sort things out'', as I will describe later on. 
 
By the end of the 1980s all the various groups in society were convinced that a healthy 
environment is an absolute essential condition for the proper functioning of a regional 
system. This brings me to the importance of societal values and beliefs. 
 
The Importance of Societal Values and Ideas 
 
A shift in values in the 1970s was noticeable in the Netherlands in general: the change from 
a merely economy-driven successful country towards a more affluent society. Besides the 
economy a shift took place in favor of better consumer-goods in the broadest sense: better 
houses, cars, clothes, but also more and better recreational facilities, a healthy environment 
(clean air, water, soil, less noise).  A government was elected that was less authoritarian, 
more attuned to listen and respond to the wishes of the constituents. 
 
This process also took place in the Rotterdam-region. The illustration comes from the 
example with the environmental problems, connected with the port.  Water pollution is a 
case in point. This pollution is mainly caused by Swiss and German industries along the 
River Rhine and of course by the regional port industries of Rotterdam itself. As a result of 
the Rhine’s location in a low-lying river-delta-area, open to the sea, especially during the 
high tide period, the river does not flow towards the sea and the pollution tends to settle and 
connect itself to the sandy soils of the riverbed. This is the situation in the port-area, which 
therefore has to be dredged 24 hours a day, all year round, to safeguard its position. What 
to do with the million of tons of dredged material?  Until the 1980s it was partly dumped into 
the North Sea at some distance from the Dutch coast line. Partly it was used as sand layers 
under housing and industry projects, sometimes roads etc.  
 
But at the same time as the growing environmental consciousness, the resistance against 
this method was growing. The water pollution at some point even reached the northern 
wetlands of the Netherlands (a unique marshland in Europe).The authorities were no longer 
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willing to give permits for these procedures. The Port Authority, together with the city gov-
ernment, then launched an action plan under the heading, ''Rotterdam port, the first envi-
ronmentally healthy port in the world.'' This target had to be achieved in about 20 years. 
Dredged soil was classified into four categories:  
 

1. Pure, unpolluted sea sand, to be transported back into the sea and used for new 
housing projects, etc;  

2. Lightly polluted sand also dumped back into the sea;   
3. Severely polluted sand (the majority); and  
4. Category-four polluted sand, otherwise known as poison.  

 
These last two categories were dumped into two specially designed and constructed land 
reclamation projects along the coastline. The dimensions of these reclaimed basins were 
calculated according to the needed storing capacity for 20 years to come, the period esti-
mated to be needed for solving the pollution problem. For the ''real poison' (category 4), a 
basin of 1 billion cubic meter was realized.  For category 3 sand a 30-50 billion basin was 
realized. Especially the latter category turned out to require an enormous basin of reclaimed 
land, jointly financed by the port and the national government.  
 
The next step was to convince the industries, located along the River Rhine, that they were 
the cause of the heavy pollution. A full inventory of all the industries was done along the 
river, which runs for over 2,000 km through Switzerland, Germany and, eventually, the 
Netherlands. Following the inventory all these industries were approached and confronted 
with this pollution problem. From all industries that were spilling industry water into the river, 
samples of river water were taken and the amount of pollution was, scientifically, measured. 
The first approach towards the industry was a friendly one, mainly stressing reasonable 
arguments. Were they inclined to recognize the problem, did they also recognize that it was 
not only our problem but also theirs? Because the shipping of their products was largely 
done through our port and in order to have a healthy (financially speaking) port economy we 
had to charge them anyway to recover the cost of the reclamations made. So if they con-
tinued to pollute, we were obliged to raise the shipping fees, etc. Would they settle for an 
agreement in which they would start to bring down the river pollution within twenty years? 
 
In the meantime, we prepared an international lawsuit for those industries that would not 
cooperate. This was the first time that a Port Authority, embedded in a national government, 
was persecuting international industries. The whole process was ''backed up'' by an inter-
national treaty, signed by the three countries along the river Rhine. Aside from our own 
efforts, the regions and countries all around the Netherlands, as well as the Netherlands 
itself, were improving their environmental laws and their covenant with the industries.  In the 
end it turned out that the majority of the industries were willing to cooperate. 
 
This experience led to the notion that any change in policy, as well as any future extensions 
of the port area, should be done in agreement and in cooperation with the groups that are 
fighting for the improvement of environmental conditions, ranging from action groups to 
national ministries. The newest port extension, Maasvlakte 2, is based on these principles, 
as I will explain more in detail. 
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Autonomy 
 
Is the regional organization capable of making its own decisions, and where is the power 
situated—at national or regional level? Who is responsible for the land-use plans and who 
finally approves them?  What about taxes, and the impact on the economy? 
 
In the Rotterdam context, especially during the first 30-40 years after World War II, the 
period of the rapid expansion and the connected healthy revenue situation in the private 
sector economy, the financing of the new extensions posed no problem. All the new 
port-basins and all the land reclamations could be financed out of the Port Authority budget. 
Now, with the growing dimensions of the new projects, together with the national respon-
sibility for the environment, the amount of investment money to be raised is no longer re-
stricted to the regional (port) level. This means negotiating, formulating common goals, 
resisting political pressures etc. And this is not restricted to direct port extensions, but also 
affects the transportation system in general, for instance, the railway connections to the 
hinterland. The decisions made around these kinds of projects are usually in the hands of 
the national government, and they do heavily influence the regional (port) economy.  
 
All these changes in the 1980s came partly as an answer to a general economic crisis that 
hit Europe at that time, a crisis that greatly affected the port-oriented economy of Rotterdam. 
Unemployment figures grew dramatically, which was unusual for a region that attracted 
large numbers of migrant workers from Turkey, Morocco, the Dutch Antilles, and Cape 
Verde. Today over 20% of the population of the city is of foreign background, as is more 
than 60% of the school- going generation. 
 
In order to invest in other than port-connected economic sectors, attention was given to 
services, the IT sector, sports and the arts, in an effort to make the city more attractive. 
These efforts were fairly successful, resulting in a few new attractions, such as “Poetry in 
the Park”, a yearly worldwide festival, where poets from all over the world read from their 
own publications; the Rotterdam film festival; the Rotterdam marathon (one of the fastest 
tracks worldwide), where several world records were set, thus attracting fast and famous 
runners, and over a million spending spectators.  These new attractions helped to change 
the city’s appearance and also helped to broaden the city’s economic base and prospects. 
 
Economic and Environmental Interconnections: Maasvlakte 2 
 
Rotterdam is creating a prime new European location for port activities and industries in the 
North Sea, linked directly to the current port and industrial zone. Land reclamation will result 
in an additional 1,000 hectares (nearly 2,500 acres) of new industrial site, adjacent to deep 
water. As a result the port will expand by 20% .The primary goal is the sustainable devel-
opment and organization of these sites. 
 
The construction of Maasvlakte 2 is not being done in isolation. The land reclamation is part 
of a broad package of measures that will both enhance the main port and improve the social 
climate of the area. Five Dutch ministries, the Province of South Holland, the Rotterdam City 
District and the Rotterdam Municipality all joined forces in 1997 in the project entitled Main 
port development. This project includes three separate but inextricably linked projects: 
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- Construction of Maasvlakte 2, including extensive compensation measures for the 
natural areas that will be lost in the process. 

- Realizing a large number of projects in the existing port and industrial zone for more 
efficient use of the space and, last but not least, improvement of the social climate. 

- Construction of 750 hectares of new natural and recreation areas in the immediate 
vicinity of Rotterdam. 

 
Conclusions to be drawn from the Rotterdam experience are: 
 

- The geography should be studied closely. Geography should be understood in its 
''modern'' sense, encompassing location, climate, accessibility by water, sea, road, 
rail, pipeline, electronics etc. This includes not only location in itself but also ''the use 
of opportunities'' of the location. 

- History is of great importance, and specifically, the way a society responds to 
set-backs. 

- Innovation is a key factor. The innovative climate is essential, not only in the port 
economy but for the totality of the region and its quality of life.  

- Organizational capacity and leadership in formulating and communicating 
common goals are key factors in the willingness to invest in projects and taking 
entrepreneurial risks. 

- Anticipating shifting societal values, like the growing importance of the envi-
ronment, is essential. 

- Autonomy: A critical question becomes, how far is a society able to make its own 
decisions, including investment decisions? 

 
 

I.3.9 Development of the City and Port of Jeonbuk 
 
My overall suggestion would be to treat the development of the city and port and also the 
land reclamation projects along the same lines as suggested in the conclusions on the 
Rotterdam case—“not exactly'' so, because the circumstances are definitely different, but in 
general following the same lines. 
 
In the next pages I will give a ''start off'' along those lines, though briefly, asking more 
questions than providing answers. I am convinced the answers will come from the repre-
sentatives of Jeonbuk province and Saemangeum. 
 
Geographic Location 
 
According to Feng Jun Jin (Feng 2005, 10), ''the Yellow Sea Economic Rim is a region that 
is the fastest in economic growth and the most energetic in the world”. Economic coopera-
tion and trade between nations have developed rapidly in the past twenty years and 
commodity and personal exchanges have increased at a high speed, contributing to an 
economic and trade-link with each other towards an increasingly closely interdependent 
market. In 1990, the total import/export trade volumes in the region amounted to 774,8 
billion tons, accounting for 11% of the world trade. In 2003 the figure was 2 trillion, ac-
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counting for 25% of the world trade. China, South Korea and Japan are key trade partners in 
the region, with their trade exchanges rapidly increasing. 
 
The Jeonbuk Development Institute (J.D.I. 2005) also stresses the importance of the trade 
between China and Korea.  China is Korea’s largest trading partner, accounting for 25% of 
total imports and exports from Korea, measured as an average over 1992-2003.  The nature 
of the traded goods is changing rapidly from agricultural and livestock products to elec-
tronics, fine chemicals and the like. In general there is a shift from primary-sector products 
to industrial sector products and, no doubt, to tertiary sector products (services). 
 
Feng’s conclusion (Feng 2005, 11) is that ''the macroeconomic background for the global 
industrial division of labour and multi-regional division of labour in the Yellow-Sea-Rim 
tends to be readjusted, providing development opportunities for some underdeveloped 
areas”. Therefore, in view of the increasingly strengthening economic and trade links in the 
Yellow Sea Rim area, emerging zones, including the Saemangeum Area, have bright de-
velopment prospects, “as long as they seize opportunities in politics, industrial development 
etc, they will gain a greater market share (italics added by den Dunnen)”.  
 
Looking at the astonishing growth of the main ports around the Yellow Sea Rim as men-
tioned earlier, I am inclined to confirm this conclusion.  Feng stresses the importance of 
development zones as engines for the high speed economic growth (Feng 2005, 14) in 
China since the 1980s—among them Tianjin, Qingdao, Ningbo, and Shanghai, to name a 
few.  He also underlines the importance of a focused policy towards these zones, a remark 
I will refer to later on. In the Chinese examples the ''focus'' was aimed at developing industry, 
making use of foreign investments and earning foreign interests through exports. 
 
The Saemangeum Development Research Institute mentions the need for a new ''hub'' to 
be realized on the Saemangeum site. Of course in a fast growing ''Yellow Sea Economy'' 
there are new opportunities. But why Saemangeum?  What makes this location so specific? 
What about rail, road, and air connections?  What about a large hinterland? Also, a 
breakdown of the flow of goods to and from the ports of Busan, Ulsan and their develop-
ments over time are asking for a fair assessment.  On the other hand, the existing big ''hubs'' 
in the region are Tianjin, Shanghai, Hong Kong, Busan, and Kaohsiung.  Are they not eager 
to absorb this growth?  In short, more evidence should be brought forward to justify the 
locational choice of Saemangeum. 
 
Historical Background 
 
What historic factors play a major role in the development of the Jeonbuk region? Do they 
influence today’s development directions, and if so, to what extent? Can they be used more 
directly? 
 
Innovative Capacity 
 
The role of innovative ideas and products cannot be overestimated, and should be cher-
ished. The Rotterdam case is a clear example of that innovative capacity.  In general I agree 
with Feng (Feng 2005, 7) when he states; ''While being environmentally friendly, incubation 
of economic competitiveness and innovation ability are core contents for newly developed 

17 



Final Report □ PRCUD Roundtable, Jeonbuk, Korea □ 30 October – 2 November 2005 
 

areas.''  What makes Saemangeum and Jeonbuk province special in this respect? Where 
could we build on and connect with? 
 
Organizational Capacity 
 
Organizational issues should be looked upon from at least three levels; national, regional 
(on location) and private. 
 
National level: Does there exist at the national level a sort of economic development- zone 
policy? And if so, is this a '''focused'' approach, defining which functions should be stimu-
lated and where? 
 
The success of the Chinese development zones made it very clear that a focus on pillar 
industries (i.e., electronics, textiles, chemical engineering, medical, food, building materials) 
is needed, plus a supportive national government. Here the focus obviously is on 
port-development, but how detailed is this policy, and what are the connections to the al-
ready existing industries? Which ministries and what agencies are responsible for the flow 
of money needed for investment? 
 
Various developments have taken place in Korea in the form of public-private-partnerships. 
Is this also a model for Saemangeum? Which decisions have to be taken or have already 
been taken? The Development Strategy for Saemangeum new port mentioned that in-
vestment in harbors is low (15%). What does this mean in actual numbers, and what is 
needed? What are the strengths and weaknesses of supervisory bodies, national or re-
gional? What about lobby groups, industrial services, other ports? What about the political 
climate, the decisions that will influence the realization of the project? 
 
Location: Which body would govern the port’s development? Is it a regional responsibility, 
at the level of Jeonbuk province or Saemangeum? Does there exist a port authority and 
what is its budget and planning position in the field of technical, commercial, nautical, 
landlord safety, and environmental fields? Is the organization for the actual realization in 
place? And finally, what about the needed flow of money and the investment program?   
 
Private: What is the power and position of the national industries, like shipbuilding, auto-
mobiles, and conglomerates in Saemangeum? What is the power of the port companies, 
their proven records of attracting cargo, and handling? What is the position of cargadoors, 
stevedores, warehouse-companies, and trucking companies, etc.? 
 
Anticipating Shifting Societal Values 
 
In the Saemangeum case one of the main shifting values is the growing importance of en-
vironmental values. The different sets of values between the economic world and the world 
of nature are bound to play a role in the further development of the area. The Rotterdam 
case proves that those sets of values should be treated in combination. It took a consid-
erable amount of time to change the mind set of the private industry.  In that respect, by now 
this new mindset is widely accepted, not only in the Netherlands but also in Germany, where 
most of the cargo comes from. All new harbor extensions and reclamation of land and land- 
uses are planned in conjunction. 
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In the Saemangeum case I should vote for a combined strategy, noticing the worldwide 
growth of environmental values and their impact on any economic system. The main 
question in the Saemangeum case seems to be: do decision makers recognize the inter-
dependence between the port projects and the agricultural reclamation project? Do they act 
accordingly? And what is the scope of the agricultural reclamation? What other functions 
are to be promoted? The Chinese experience suggests industrial development alongside 
the land reclamation. 
 
The major Dutch reclamation projects since 1945 are on a scale comparable to the Sae-
mangeum project (see Case Studies 1 and 2 in Part II). In the beginning agriculture was a 
main driving force, but in a later period the development direction became more diverse, 
with industrial functions alongside agricultural destinations (Segeren 2005, 51).   
 
Autonomy 
 
Is the regional organization capable of making its own decision and where is the real power 
situated: along national, regional or local lines? Who is responsible for land-use planning, 
and who is approving land use plans? Indirectly, those questions were already asked in the 
foregoing chapters. The answers are of vital importance to the realization of the plans. 
 
Saemangeum New Port 
 
The Saemangeum development strikes one (and I am exaggerating) as a ''flight into 
theoretical arguments'' at the one hand, and as a ''flight into numbers'' on the other hand. 
Zooming in more closely to the Saemangeum project (Jeonbuk Development Institute 2005, 
24-28) all kinds of calculations are made with references to other reports and studies. It 
seems very accurate, but I cannot judge the real value. To be honest, I mistrust the figures 
a little bit, because they are so accurate and precisely measured (up to 2030!). 
 
But with a little bit of squeezing and generalization into greater categories one is able to 
forecast the amount of territory needed for the different functions. More important, however, 
is the land title and the legal status. A new port needs extension possibilities and therefore 
land titles. It also needs hectares of vacant land for future extensions. I found nothing about 
this position in the report. And it is so vital.  Also, has a master plan been approved?  Has 
a land-use plan been approved? Where does the environment come in?  What are the 
conflicting interests? And what policies do reunite them?  
 
Points of Attention 
 
Starting a new port development is, as I have tried to illustrate, not only a matter of a fa-
vorable location and connections to other regions, but it is also about policies (na-
tional-regional-local) of the government and the private sector. In addition, it has to do with 
people—competent people—with their knowledge of processes and the ability to conduct 
them.  Flows of money shape and stimulate processes, actions, and decision-making.   
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In conclusion, attention should, in my view, be paid to: 
 

• First of all: geography, history, innovation, organization, shifting societal val-
ues, and autonomy. 

• Secondly: a Master plan, land use plan, investment plan, a port authority 
phasing itself out. 
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I.4 Session 1: Jeonbuk and Saemangeum in the Northeast 
Asia Context 

 
Eric Heikkila (Professor, University of Southern California, USA) Chairpersons: 

Hyang-Keun Yim (Professor, Wonkwang University, Korea) 

I.4.1 Objectives of the Session  
 
The objective of the first session of the Roundtable was to position Jeonbuk province, and in 
particular the Saemangeum reclamation project, within the larger context of development 
trends in Northeast Asia.  In the process, participants were invited to re-invent and 
“re-imagine” the future of Jeonbuk and Korea and their destiny in the region.   
 
The conditions of regional development, presented by Roel den Dunnen in the opening 
speech, represent a useful framework for the exercise of positioning and re-imagining 
Korea, Jeonbuk and Saemangeum.    
 
Jeonbuk province and the Saemangeum project face a number of opportunities and threats. 
 
      
 

Professor Eric Heikkila. 
PRCUD Executive Secre-
tary and Session One 
Chair. Photo courtesy of 
JDI. 

 
                                                                                                                
                                                                           
 

I.4.2 Historical Disadvantage vs. Strategic Location 
 
Jeonbuk province has traditionally lagged behind the rest of Korea in terms of its devel-
opment.  It has always been a predominantly agricultural area.  The province faces major 
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issues. It is experiencing a net loss of population, as well as a loss in the relative share of the 
population of Korea.  Its population is rapidly ageing. There are better educational and 
economic opportunities in Seoul.  
 
On the other hand, geography plays a central role in the rise of Korea. It can be taken as 
given that Korea is located in an extraordinarily dynamic part of the world: the 21st century 
may well be the Pacific Century, and Northeast Asia—and the Yellow Sea basin in par-
ticular—is the very hub of this rising region. 
 
The region is well-connected to whole world, and the Northeast Asia region itself is be-
coming ever more interconnected: 
 

• Sea links: Northeast Asia is now home to the largest ports in the world.  
• Air links: China, Japan and Korea also have some of the largest airports in the 

world.  The region is an air transportation hub.  
• Rail links: Rail networks link Northeast Asia to Russia and Europe, through the 

Trans-Siberian Express. The rail systems of North and South Korea may soon be 
linked.  

 
 
China is developing into the manufacturing hub for the whole world. Japan has developed 
into a financial hub. Korea’s comparative advantage may lie in becoming a logistical hub for 
the region.  A port on the west coast of Korea would aim to attract a share of the growing 
Chinese cargo market. Saemangeum’s comparative advantage is its water depth: at 20-25 
meters, the water is deeper than other ports in the region, including Incheon and Pusan.  
 
The challenge for the province will be to reorient itself towards a knowledge-based society. 
The Saemangeum project was designed in part to help the province catch up with the rest of 
Korea and become a focus of growth and development, and to help put Jeonbuk on the map.   

I.4.3 Poor Connectivity vs. Innovative Capacity and Creative 
Processes 
 
Despite the strategic location of Jeonbuk in the heart of South Korea and the Yellow Sea 
basin, Jeonbuk is not directly linked into wider Northeast Asia regional networks.  The 
province is poorly connected to the rest of Korea—and by extension to the rest of the region.  
Travel time to Incheon airport, for example, takes over 4 hours by bus.  Connectivity is 
expressed not just in terms of infrastructure and transport. Many international participants 
felt “out of touch with the rest of the world” in Jeonbuk province, as a result of limited 
availability of international media.   
 
A related issue is the poor connectivity of Saemangeum to the hinterland.  This is not just a 
case of limited access, but the absence of a substantial hinterland for Saemangeum to 
begin with.  A hinterland for Saemangeum and Jeonbuk province thus needs to be devel-
oped.   
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The challenge for lagging regions all over the world is to identify and develop those par-
ticular areas of the local economy where these regions do have a comparative advantage.  
Does Jeonbuk province have the capacity to change and innovate?   
 
There are encouraging signs that the provincial government is open to new opportunities. 
Planners have identified several engines of growth.  These include food production, the 
automobile industry, the film industry, tourism and energy, and science and technology, 
including medical centers.  There is a widespread realization that the province has to be 
open to new, knowledge-based “industries”, including research and development.  Planners 
are looking at what has failed and what has succeeded elsewhere.   
 
Creative thinking is required if Jeonbuk is to capitalize on all of its assets.  The focus should 
go beyond industry and construction alone.  The province has many more assets to exploit, 
including its great diversity of natural resources, its agricultural heritage, its recreation areas, 
and its cultural and human resources.   
 
Even two of the province’s biggest challenges—its shrinking and ageing population—can be 
turned into comparative advantages if the province can draw tourists and residents who are 
attracted to the province for its more leisurely quality of life, as well as to its high-quality 
services, such as health care.  Its ageing society may be an opportunity for retirement-based 
development.  The idea of “garden cities”, holiday homes, and facilities for the elderly are but 
a few examples of concrete projects for a tourism and recreation-based economy in 
Jeonbuk province.  Developing the educational infrastructure is another.   

I.4.4 Uncertain Regional Consciousness 
 
Regional consciousness has to do with connectivity as well. To be successful, government 
initiatives have to enjoy ownership among the business community and among the local 
community.  The Saemangeum project has been largely centrally-planned and cen-
trally-driven so far.  Does the Saemangeum project enjoy the “ownership” of local stake-
holders, and most particularly, the business community and the local population?   

I.4.5 Limited Autonomy 
 
Jeonbuk province has only limited autonomy to make its own decisions.  Jeonbuk province 
has limited power and clout at the central government level.  In addition, within Korea, there 
are potential conflicts of interest between Jeonbuk’s development interests and national 
and other provincial development interests, which will present a further challenge to the 
province’s room for maneuver at the central level.   

I.4.6 Points for Consideration 
 

• The Northeast Asia region will experience continued dynamism and rapid growth. 
But who will benefit from this growth? The favorable location of Korea in the Yellow 
Sea basin needs to be exploited.  
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• The wider question for Korea is: how to link into the opportunities presented by 
geography?  How to ensure a share of the growing market? 

 
• Korea in general, and Jeonbuk province in particular, will face increasingly stiff 

competition in the Northeast Asia region from China and Japan.  How will Korea 
position itself in the region vis-à-vis this competition? What is its comparative ad-
vantage?   

 
• Korean companies are increasingly directing their investments outside of the 

country.  Korea is losing competitiveness and has higher wages than China.  Given 
this scenario, what is the economic future for Korea?  

 
• Within Korea, how can Jeonbuk province position itself, and what is its niche?  How 

to evaluate Jeonbuk’s loss of population and employment?  Should the region even 
be “grown?” 

 
• What is its Jeonbuk’s competitiveness in the context of a knowledge-based regional 

development strategy? 
 

• The fundamental question is: How to put Jeonbuk on the map?    
 

• Export industries are important, but a lot of economic activity is in fact for local 
production. The importance of local production must not be overlooked. 

 
 

                                                          

Jeollabuk-do is located on the 
south-west side of South Korea. On the 
map, the original name Cholla-Bukto is 
used. 
http://www.lib.utexas.edu/Libs/PCL/Map
_collection/korea.html  
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I.5 Session 2: Saemangeum in the Context of Regional 
Development in Korea  
 

Geoffrey Hewings (Professor, University of Illinois, USA) Chairpersons: 

Sam-Ock Park (Professor, Seoul National University, Korea) 

I.5.1 Objectives of the Session  
 
The second session zoomed in on the Saemangeum project, within the context of regional 
development and regional disparities in Korea.  Unequal development has driven central 
and provincial governments to design various economic stimulus packages to help the 
lagging regions of Korea catch up with more prosperous regions—with only limited success 
thus far.   
 
Within this national and regional context, the session addressed the potential of Sae-
mangeum to boost regional development for Jeonbuk.   
 

• What are the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats facing Jeonbuk? 
• How does Saemangeum fit into the province’s development strategy?   
• How can the project be linked to broader regional developments in Korea? 
 

                                                                                    
                                                                                                                                                         

Professor Geoffrey 
Hewings, Session Two 
Chair. Photo courtesy of 
JDI. 

 
                                                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                             
                                                                                                                                     

25 



Final Report □ PRCUD Roundtable, Jeonbuk, Korea □ 30 October – 2 November 2005 
 

                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                       

I.5.2 Changing Priorities of the Project 
 
From its inception, the Saemangeum project has been the centerpiece of a long-term de-
velopment strategy for Jeonbuk province—and part of a concerted strategy to reduce the 
legacy of territorial disparities in Korea.  
 
The objectives of the Saemangeum land reclamation project have reflected changing na-
tional development priorities over time.  The original rationale of the project at its inception in 
the late-1980s was for agriculture, and specifically, rice production, but once Korea became 
self-sufficient in rice, the emphasis shifted to tourism and recreation.  Now, in a third phase, 
the main priorities have become an industrial complex and port.  The rationale for the 
planning and construction of a new port at Saemangeum was that Korea requires new in-
frastructure to fulfil its role as a logistics hub for the Northeast Asia region, as existing in-
frastructure is congested.  
 
The differing objectives also reflect the opposing ideas that the various institutions in charge 
have about the use of the reclaimed lands.  The Ministry of Agriculture insists that the main 
use of the reclaimed lands be for agriculture and farming, while the provincial government 
clearly prefers that the new lands be developed for tourism, high-value agriculture and an 
industrial complex, in order to stimulate its underdeveloped economy.   
 
However, there is growing competition from Chinese ports. Korean ports may already be 
lagging behind Chinese ports. One example is Tianjin, which also seeks to become the 
number one (feeder) port for Northeast Asia, and which is also embarking on a large-scale 
land reclamation project to expand its port.   
 
Some lessons from international best practice are to focus on the linkages and synergies 
between different sectors, and to understand the interaction between the most in-
ter-connected sectors.  The focus should be on complementarity rather than just on 
“competitiveness” alone.   

I.5.3 The Challenges 
 
The main challenges of the Saemangeum project in the Korean context are to:  
 

• Consider the Saemangeum project as part of the region’s core assets in considering 
its development potential. 

• Evaluate in what way the project offers significant contributions to Jeonbuk and to 
Korea more broadly. 

• Consider Jeonbuk as part of a network of regions competing with each other.  In-
ternational competition will focus on region-to-region rather than country-to-country.  
Beyond competition, there is a need also to consider the region’s links with the rest of 
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Korea.  Are the relationships complementary or competitive?  How will the Sae-
mangeum project generate benefits for the rest of Korea?  

• Evaluate the project in other than just economic terms.  How will it contribute to the 
quality of life in the region?  Are there qualitative characteristics that might enhance 
the region’s competitiveness?  

• What is the role of environmental issues in framing the development strategy?  

I.5.4 A Catalyst for Development and Innovation 
 
The Saemangeum project can be an enormous opportunity for a lagging region such as 
Jeonbuk, and for Korea as a whole.  Land is an economic asset, and the reclamation of so 
much land should in principle help to boost the province’s economic prospects by attracting 
investment and spurring economic development—and acting as a catalyst for innovation.   
 
If Saemangeum Project is regarded as a key or catalyst for development, in what way can 
this be realized? 
 

• There is a need to focus less on a rationale for construction. 
• An alternative focus should be on the optimal use to enhance the region’s competi-

tiveness, including (but not limited to): attracting retirees seeking a better environ-
ment; providing an alternative to Seoul through “place differentiation”; and targeting 
environmentally friendly industries. 

• A link with the currently identified “engines” for growth (biotech, organic farming, 
tourism, medical center, auto industry) needs to be established. 

• Planners need to evaluate the project in the context of the “resource curse” of de-
velopment: agricultural development may not yield the anticipated benefits 

 
The project needs to be part of a comprehensive regional economic strategy: 
 

• To what degree does the project provide a competitive niche for the region? The 
location of the region is as a potential gateway to Northeast Asia.  

• The focus should be on the future, and should not just be on agriculture.  Other al-
ternatives need to be considered as well.   

• There is a potential for riverside development. 
• If tourism is to be part of the mix, then what type of tourism? 
• How does the region relate to the global production chain, and where is its com-

petitive advantage? 
• What types of transportation and other infrastructure investment need to be con-

sidered to enhance these advantages? 
• The focus should also be on the costs and benefits of maintaining the project and the 

role alternative development strategies can play in generating higher net returns.   

I.5.5 Innovation in a Range of Sectors 
 
The Saemangeum project can spark innovation in a number of areas.  Economic innova-
tion can encompass the following: 
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• New economic structures to guide development 
• Innovations in logistics and transport linkages, research and development, and the 

service industry  
• Innovations in the planning process (i.e., strategic planning) 
• Greater self-determination (autonomy) and regional ownership  

 
Institutional innovation relates to reforming such fundamental practices and activities as: 
 

• Financing 
• Planning 
• Stakeholder participation 
• Processes (as opposed to projects) 
• The development of human capital  

 
Social innovation is about linking into new social trends, including the following: 
  

• A shift away from a singular focus on economic development, towards a more bal-
anced approach, focused on quality of life, recreation and lifestyle enhancement 

• A focus on the needs and preferences of the elderly—a growing market and interest 
group in Korea and Jeonbuk  

• Greater connectivity within the province and with other regions, including Seoul, and 
internationally 

• Creating local business opportunities 
 
Environmental innovation comprises:  
 

• Cleaner technology, including new projects, such as a tidal power plant  
• Research and development in environmental technology  
• Expanding eco-tourism facilities and education 

I.5.6 Points for Consideration 
 

• There is a need to avoid thinking about replication of Korea’s past development 
strategy since the “success” industries of previous periods are now being challenged 
by significant international competition.    

 
• What is Jeonbuk’s role in global production chains: does it have a defined competi-

tive niche? Where does the Saemangeum project fit into this framework? 
 

• How does Saemangeum add value to Jeonbuk—its economy, society, lifestyle and 
brand?  What is required for Saemangeum to add value? 

 
• It will be important to match industry development with the quality of labor: will the 

occupational capital of the region sustain the “engines of growth?”  
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• What are the respective roles for development in physical and human capital? 

 
• What are the links between social and economic networks—the role of the region’s 

leaders in fostering regional development strategies?  
 

• Where does the business demand come from?  Is there sufficient local and inter-
national demand for a port at Saemangeum? The success of Saemangeum will 
depend on one key factor: that business feels it needs to be there.   

 
• How economical is it to build a brand new port from scratch?  The planners of 

Saemangeum need to take a dynamic perspective on global trends and keep in 
mind that by the time the port is ready for business, market demand may be totally 
different than what it was when construction commenced.  

 
• How can Saemangeum’s industrial and port functions and its (eco) tourism and 

recreation areas co-exist in the same area?  
 

• How can Jeonbuk province achieve a “paradigm shift”?  How can it involve its 
people in achieving such a shift?  

 
• The lesson from land reclamation in the Netherlands (see Case Studies 1 and 2 in 

Part II) is to work closely with important stakeholders and plan the project in stages, 
in order to respond to, and accommodate, changing priorities over time.   

 
 
 

Saemangeum project site. Photo 
courtesy of JDI. 
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I.6 Session 3: Masterplanning for Saemangeum 
 

Robert Stimson (Professor, University of Queensland, Australia) Chairpersons: 

Young-Tae Ohn (Professor, Kyung Hee University, Korea) 

I.6.1 Objectives of the Session  
 
The third session considered the kind of planning required in Saemangeum, as well as 
site-specific issues, such as how to develop the land, the kind of infrastructure required, and 
environmental questions, particularly as related to the preservation of the coastal area and 
water quality of the freshwater lake and the rivers feeding into the delta.  
 
What is the focus of planning in the Saemangeum project?  This session raised several 
scenarios: 
 

• Is there a narrow single issue focus or a broad integrated multi-objective focus? 
• Should planning be aimed at generating growth or creating and enhancing com-

petitiveness? 
• Should planning be aimed at developing land and attracting activities, or pursuing 

sustainable development for the region? 
• Who are the stakeholders and how are they to be engaged? 

 
The PRCUD Forum cannot determine the content of the strategic plan, although it can help 
Jeonbuk province to think about various options, and how to evaluate them.  The main 
contribution of the PRCUD Forum is to identify the right process by which to move forward.    

                                                                                                     

                                                                                                          

Professor Robert Stimson, 
Session Three Chair. Photo 
courtesy of JDI. 
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I.6.2 Current Project Status: Lawsuits and Phased Development  
 
Central government is currently reviewing the function and role of the Saemangeum project.  
Five government institutes are responsible for the masterplanning of Saemangeum, al-
though the actual number of professionals working full-time on the project is only very small.  
There is as yet no detailed land use plan, only a broad conceptual plan.    
 
For the moment, further planning awaits the ruling on the project by the Seoul Administra-
tive Court.  In response to a lawsuit brought by a group of more than 3500 environmental 
activitists and local residents against the reclamation of the coastal delta area, the Seoul 
Administrative Court ruled on February 4th this year that the government either cancel the 
entire project or change the intended land uses of the project.  The government filed an 
appeal against this decision and continued with the construction of the 33 km tidal em-
bankment.  In June 2003 opponents of the project won a court order to stop construction of 
the embankment, but this ruling was later overturned by a higher court.  The government 
has called off additional legal proceedings to await the ruling on the project itself by the 
Seoul Administrative Court.  If the challenge by opponents of the project is successful, the 
project will be put on hold while the issue is taken up to the Supreme Court2.  In the 
meantime the government has expressed its intention to seek input from the environmental 
groups that have raised the concerns so that Saemangeum can be developed in an 
“eco-friendly manner”.    
 
Planners are now talking about an “environmentally-friendly sequential development plan” 
for Saemangeum.  There are at least three reasons for the decision to opt for phased de-
velopment.  First, this was an outcome of almost two years of discussions with environ-
mental groups opposed to the project. The purpose of the Saemangeum project could still 
change, depending on the outcome of further court rulings.  The second reason has to do 
with the logic of the project itself: planning and developing Saemangeum in stages may 
better enable the project to meet changing needs and priorities.  Another reason has to do 
with budgetary and political realities: there will be opposition at central government level to 
spending too much money in too short a time on Saemangeum.  

I.6.3 A Strategic Planning Process for Saemangeum  
 
A master plan presupposes perfect foresight—something which is not applicable in the 
Saemangeum case, which is more of a “moving target”, with constantly evolving policy 
priorities.  Instead, a strategic planning process would be more suited to Saemangeum 
because it provides the necessary flexibility.  In addition, a strategic planning process sets 
the framework for investment and engages a wide range of stakeholders.  
 
A project-driven approach should be avoided: that is a common pitfall in the development of 
large new areas.  The first priority should be a strategic process outlining different scenarios.  
This process typically takes between 18 months to two years.   
                                            
2 Source: Asia Pulse Businesswire (citing Yonhap news agency), 21 February 2005. 
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There is no prior experience in Korea, and only limited experience worldwide, with strategic 
planning for a project of the scale of Saemangeum. Nevertheless, a strategic process for 
development projects follows certain standard steps, regardless of the scale of the project.  
The recommended sequence of a strategic planning process is as follows: 
 

• An Advisory Board (Development Authority) is set up to coordinate the planning 
process, chaired by the Governor of Jeonbuk province. The Board consists of 
members from the public and private sectors. 

 
The Board undertakes the following steps: 
 

• Draws up a range of different development options, including land tenure forms, 
which are linked to financing structures.  

• Sets out different scenarios, which can be used to evaluate options.  The scenarios 
are based on several forecasts of the state of the global economy and the market 
share of Korea and the Jeonbuk region within the global economy.   

• Develops a clear and consistent analytical framework by which planning options are 
evaluated.  

• Formulates the “product”, including setting out project opportunities and identifying 
the strategic infrastructure required and the vision and “brand” of the project.    

• Develops a masterplan and document that can be used to attract investors. 
• Decides on suitable financing models.  

 
Examples of development options include: 
 

• Option 1: Saemangeum as an environmental area, with an “eco-zone” and tourist 
and recreation areas. 

• Option 2: Saemangeum as a “riviera” destination, with tourism and holiday homes.  
• Option 3: Saemangeum as a global logistics and production center.   

  
Examples of scenarios include: 
 

• Scenario 1: An optimistic scenario, with a growing market share for Saemangeum 
as a trade and logistics center trumping Chinese ports.   

• Scenario 2: A more modest scenario, with a stable market share for Saemangeum. 
• Scenario 3: A pessimistic scenario, with declining market share, but perhaps a value 

shift away from economic development, towards social, environmental and lifestyle 
priorities.   

 
The project delay may actually be a blessing in disguise for Saemangeum: it provides a 
good opportunity to carry out a strategic planning process and come up with a better 
product, rather than rushing forward with a project-driven approach.  
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I.6.4 Compatibility of Land Uses 
 
The juxtaposition of land uses will be critical for the Saemangeum area. While it is important 
to phase in planning and land use decisions, some commitments will clearly have to be 
made upfront, as they will affect other decisions.  Not all land uses are mutually compatible.  
For example, a heavy industrial complex will not be compatible with many environmental 
uses. The presence of a port will affect the planning for other land uses and functions of the 
area.  Therefore, a strategic decision about the nature of the port and heavy industrial fa-
cilities will be critical.  Will the port be a heavy industrial port, or a lighter feeder port that can 
co-exist with other land uses? 
 
Strategic decisions about infrastructure will need to be made in advance, but on the other 
hand, it may be desirable to phase in infrastructure as development decisions are made, to 
avoid uneven development as a result of pre-delivered infrastructure.  Land reserves (or 
land banks) should be created to accommodate future development needs.   
 
A critical question for the strategic planners is: how many ports can Northeast Asia ac-
commodate?  An objective look is required at the relative competitive position of Sae-
mangeum in Northeast Asia and Korea.  A port may not be necessary to put Jeonbuk on the 
map.  
 
It is questionable whether Saemangeum has the hinterland needed to sustain a large port 
for a logistical hub.  Perhaps it is more realistic for Saemangeum to become a feeder port for 
the bigger ports in the Northeast Asia region, especially China.  A feeder port is much more 
compatible with environmental and tourist functions.   

I.6.5 Environmental Management 
 
Environmental management has become a big priority, given the ongoing discussions with 
environmental groups and also in the light of the government’s stated 2006-2016 policy 
commitment on improving environmental quality and public health.  In addition, securing 
new sources of fresh water has always been one of the original aims of the project.   
 
The biggest environmental priorities for Saemangeum relate to estuary management and 
ensuring the water quality of the estuary and the watershed of the Mangyeong and Dongjin 
rivers that flow into the delta.  A number of plans have been developed to control wa-
ter-based pollution.  In the upper course of the Mangyeong and Dongjin rivers, basic water 
treatment facilities have already been installed.  An artificial wetland, along with settling 
ponds, phosphorous treatment facilities and canals are planned around the lake area of 
Saemangeum.  A Saemangeum Environmental Committee, consisting of specialists from 
various government agencies, regularly monitors water quality of both rivers as well as 
along the coast.   
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But there needs to be a more definitive plan for managing the Mangyeong and Dongjin 
rivers.  Will the rivers be lined with fish farms or industry?  Whereas land uses may change, 
the rivers cannot be altered, and the health of these rivers will affect land uses downstream 
in Saemangeum.   
 
Eco-tourism is a major component of recent plans for Saemangeum. A master plan has 
been drawn up for an International Maritime Tourism Site on the Gunsan islands.  Planned 
facilities include a convention center, hotel, museum, marina, condominiums and “recrea-
tion facilities”.         
 
There is a link between environmental management and institutional clarity (see below).  
Protecting the environment and the visual landscape of the area will require a set of pre-
scriptive guidelines and an organization in charge that has the legal powers to clearly en-
force these guidelines.   

I.6.6 Governance and Institutions  
 
Governance and institutional issues are the key to success for Saemangeum. Good lead-
ership is a critical factor in turning around lagging regions.   
 
No single agency is currently responsible for Saemangeum. Ten years ago there were 
discussions about setting up a dedicated agency to be in charge of Saemangeum, but this 
has not materialized so far. The primary responsibility for management and implementation 
of the Saemangeum project thus far is shared between several ministries (the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Forestry; the Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries; and the Ministry of 
Environment) and the Korea Agricultural and Rural Infrastructure Corporation (KARICO).  
The Office of the President has a coordinating function.  The role of the local government of 
Jeonbuk province is limited mainly to making land purchases and paying compensation.   
 
The outcome of the court rulings may decide future institutional responsibility for the project, 
and a single responsible agency for Saemangeum may yet emerge after the legal pro-
ceedings. This new authority will then have the powers to determine the uses for the new 
land.   
 
In the meantime, the disadvantage of having multiple agencies in charge is that the project 
suffers from conflicting interests and unclear goals (as evidenced by the contrasting ideas 
about the use of the reclaimed lands held by the Ministry of Agriculture, which wants the 
area for agricultural development, and Jeonbuk province, which wants to develop tourism 
and an industrial complex).  The lack of institutional clarity hurts investor confidence. In-
vestors want to see a clear “product”. They also require institutional transparency and co-
herence: they prefer a “one-stop shop” instead of dealing with a host of different agencies.   
 
There is a link between institutional issues and stakeholders. Central government planners 
have initiated the project and made all the decisions up until now.  But this formula needs to 
change. As implementing agencies, the private sector should have more of a leading role.  
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I.6.7 Points for Consideration 
 

• The Saemangeum project requires a development agency at regional level, based 
on appropriate enabling legislation, and chaired by the Provincial Governor, with the 
responsible Ministries, investors and local agencies as members.  The steering 
committee communicates with the press and the public, while an operational 
working group composed of the members comes together regularly and does the 
planning work.    

 
• Various options need to be evaluated in a broad mega-regional (Northeast Asia and 

Korean) perspective to see how they might be sustained or challenged by devel-
opments elsewhere.  Options to be evaluated include (but should not be limited to): 
eco-tourism, golf developments, casinos, mega cities, recycling industries, envi-
ronmental resources (environmental education center), and the shooting of films.   

 
• Can Saemangeum become a model of both economic development and environ-

mental management?  The task ahead should be to stimulate equitable and efficient 
private sector investment opportunities for enhancing the economic, social and en-
vironmental value of the reclaimed land area. 

 
• An analytical framework is required that considers what are the strengths, weak-

nesses, assets and threats of the regional economy and how these can be “fed” into 
the regional development strategy.  Do we know how the region currently works?  
What are the sources of demand for the region’s products, internally, in the rest of 
Korea, in the context of Northeast Asia, and the in the global context?  

 
• What is required in to get a wide engagement of diverse stakeholders in the for-

mulation of the strategic plan over the next two years?  How to include local com-
munity and interest group considerations, to ensure maximum “ownership” of local 
residents? 

 
• The idea of creating “land banks” or land reserves should be considered, as not all 

the land should be developed at once. 
 

• There is a need to think innovatively about options, including:  
o A tidal energy plant, to exploit the Saemangeum area’s large variation in 

water levels as a result of tidal movements.  A tidal energy plant represents 
“clean energy”.    

o A research center to focus on new innovations in production. 
o Research could also explore the optimal conversion of salt-water flats into 

useable land.  
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This photo viewing north from the south end 
of the dike shows shallow water on the right, 
soon to be reclaimed land, and open sea on 
the left. Photo courtesy of JDI. 
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I.7 Session 4: Finance and Investment  
 

Carole Brookins (Former U.S. Executive Director, the World Bank 

Group, Washington, DC, USA) 

Chairpersons: 

Young-Sook Eom (Professor, Chonbuk National University, Korea) 

I.7.1 Objectives of the Session  
 
Session 4 switched the emphasis of the discussions to implementation, focusing on in-
vestment and financing of the various plans and schemes discussed during the previous 
sessions. Topics included: 
 

• How to package the Saemangeum “product” so that it is attractive enough for in-
vestors? 

• Investment in what? What are the specific projects to be financed?  
• What are the legal and administrative structures for finance and operation of the 

overall development process in Saemangeum? 
• What should be the timing and priorities for investment? 
• Which financing structures and options, including different models of public and 

private financing, joint ventures, and other models exist already in Korea, and which 
are appropriate for Saemangeum?   

                                                               

                          

Madame Carole Brookins, 
Session Four Chair. Photo 
courtesy of JDI. 
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I.7.2 Packaging the Product  
 
Even before the subject of financing is raised, a critical question needs to be addressed first: 
how to package the Saemangeum “product” so that it is attractive enough for investors?   
 
If Saemangeum is to be a success, the project needs to attract investors. The private sector 
will ultimately be in charge of implementing the Saemangeum project.  As part of the out-
come of the strategic planning process, the Advisory Board (or Development Authority) will 
need to formulate a clear “product”, including setting out project opportunities and identi-
fying the strategic infrastructure required. Investors will require a “crystal clear” document.   

I.7.3 Overview of Project Financing  
 
Big strategic projects in Korea are traditionally funded directly by the central government.  
Up until now Saemangeum has not been an exception.  The total cost of the Saemangeum 
project is estimated at 3.48 trillion won (approximately US$3.4 billion)3, of which almost 1.7 
trillion won is for construction of the tidal embankment; 4.6 billion won is for compensation to 
fishing communities for the loss of fishing rights; and over 1.3 trillion won is for “internal 
development”4.  All the money spent on the project until now has come from central gov-
ernment.   
 
The central government intends approximately 20 percent of the land to be allocated for 
“revenue generating” activities.  The remaining 80 percent of the land area is expected to be 
used for so-called “appropriate purposes”, to be managed by the government.   
 
Analyses of the project’s feasibility have so far been based on economic feasibility alone.  
Two economic feasibility analyses have been performed, based on cost-benefit analy-
ses—the first at project inception in 1988, and the second ten years later. Both analyses 
concluded that the Saemangeum project would be feasible. The 1988 analysis took into 
account mainly tangible physical and monetary costs and benefits, while the later analysis 
also incorporated more intangible environmental costs and benefits.   
 
In the current situation, with Saemangeum’s focus shifting away from agriculture to indus-
trial and port functions, which require substantial private investment, the prospect of 
unlimited central government funding is no longer assured.  Alternative sources of in-
vestment are becoming more important.   

I.7.4 An Opportunity for Innovative Finance  
 
Several trends are occurring in the area of finance and investment in Korea:  
 

• Central government funding for big economic projects is becoming more difficult to 
justify, with the result that these funds are becoming more restricted; 

                                            
3 Exchange rate at October 27, 2005: KRW 1,022 to USD 1. 
4 Source: PRCUD Forum background information, provided by Jeonbuk Development Institute.   
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• There is policy shift towards social and environmental projects; 
• More central government resources will flow to North Korea in the future; 
• Meanwhile, capital markets in Korea are developing and becoming more open. 

 
The restrictions on central government financing may eventually have a positive spin-off for 
Korea, if it means that opportunities for alternative sources of finance are opening up.  This 
may be part of a larger trend in Korea towards the end of the “monopoly” of commanding 
revenue and top-down planning of the central government.  Taken together, these trends 
provide an opportunity for innovative finance in the case of Saemangeum.  
 
One example of financial innovation could be to use Saemangeum as a domestic “off-set” 
for Korea under the Kyoto protocol.   

I.7.5 Financing Structures 
 
Government may be the ultimate owner of the project, but it should not control strategic 
development and planning—that needs to be in the hands of the private sector.  Over time, 
government can release its ownership by selling its stake in the project.  The project may be 
released parcel by parcel to developers, in stages.  This is a way to raise funds and recover 
its costs over time.   
 
A mixture of financing sources may be considered, for different projects. The state needs to 
underwrite some of the risk, to reduce uncertainty and attract investors.  This may point to 
some kind of a bond structure, which will help to increase transparency.    

I.7.6 Points for Consideration 
 

• What kind of financing models have been used in other projects in Korea, and how 
have they worked?   

 
• Which models would be suitable for Saemangeum? 
 
• The reclaimed land presents a new resource.  How will the government deal with it? 
 
• How are costs recovered on government-funded projects in Korea? Are investments 

made treated as an expense?  
 

• There is a need to consider economic as well as financial feasibility.   
 
• Economic and social impacts of alternative development strategies need to be 

evaluated in a way that provides a transparent and clearly articulated way of com-
paring the options and their outcomes.  
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Madame Carole Brookins, and Dr.Yeong-Joo 
Hahn, JDI President discuss the Saemangeum 
project area. Photo courtesy of JDI. 
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PRCUD President Cor Dijkgraaf. Photo 
courtesy of JDI. 

                                                                                             
                                                          

                                                               

Roundtable Session. Photo courtesy 
of JDI. 

 
                           

  

  

Roundtable participants. Photo courtesy 
of JDI. 
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Out and About, Hard at Work: PRCUD Board Members in 
the Saemangeum project professional and cultural tour 

 
 
 
                                                                                            
                    
                   
                                     
                      

Forum participants in the profes-
sional tour. Photo courtesy of JDI. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                         
                                                                      
      
                                              
                                                                                                
                     

From left Mr. Paul Rabe, Pro-
fessor Eric Heikkila, and 
Governor of Jeollabuk Do 
Hyun-Wook Kang in the pro-
fessional tour. Photo courtesy 
of JDI. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Dr. Sunada Koichi, and Professor 
Yiu-Kwan Fan in the cultural tour. Photo 
courtesy of JDI. 
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Cultural performance in the 
Roundtable Forum. Photo 
courtesy of JDI.  

                                                                                                                
 

 

Madame Carole Brookins, and 
Ms. Narelle Sonter in cultural 
tour. Photo courtesy of JDI. 

 
 
 
 

 

Cultural tour. Photo courtesy 
of JDI. 
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PART II: CASE STUDIES  
 
 
Part II presents selected international case studies of public private partnership projects in 
the areas of land reclamation, port expansion, waterfront development and eco-tourism.   
 
The socio-economic, institutional and policy environments of each country are distinct.  
Nevertheless, various aspects of the technical, organizational and financial structures of the 
case study projects listed in the Appendices may serve as relevant models for the Sae-
mangeum project in Korea.   
 
Where  relevant, suggestions for additional reading and research have been included for 
those seeking more information on the overall historical and policy context of a particular 
case study.   
 
 
Case Study 1 The Zuiderzee Reclamation Project (The Netherlands) 

Case Study 2 Port Expansion in Rotterdam (The Netherlands) 
 

Case Study 3 Sydney Harbor Foreshore Authority (Australia) 

Case Study 4 Douglas Shire Council (Australia) 
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II.1 Case Study 1: The Zuiderzee Reclamation Project 
(Netherlands) 
 
Source: MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT, PUBLIC WORKS AND WATER MANAGEMENT 
(Netherlands), Directorate IJsselmeer Region. Available from: 
http://www.rdij.nl/rdij/index_uk.htm/  [Accessed 7 November 2005].  
 
 

II.1.1 Rationale  
 
Up until the early 1930s, the waters of the 
inland sea named the “Zuiderzee” were an 
enormous threat to the surrounding prov-
inces in the heart of the Netherlands. In 
stormy weather the shallow Zuiderzee 
swallowed up acres and acres of land. With 
the implementation of Engineer Cornelis 
Lely's Zuiderzee Act (1918), Holland began 
its fight against the ever-rising Zuiderzee 
waters.   
 
Lely's plan was simple. A thirty kilometer 
dike in the narrow tip of the Zuiderzee was to 
tame the treacherous inland sea once and 
for all. Parts of the lake were to be drained to 
create five “polders” (areas of reclaimed 
land) with a total surface area of 225,000 
hectares (555,986 acres). In the end only 
four polders with a total surface area of 
165,000 hectares (407,723 acres) were realized.  
 
The remaining water, fed with fresh water from the river IJssel, was to become an important 
freshwater basin named the IJsselmeer. 
 
There were already plans to close off the Zuiderzee as early as the 17th century, but rec-
lamation only became a serious issue when Lely introduced his plans in 1891. Lely, as 
Minister of Public Works, Trade and Industry, introduced his bill for the closure and the par-
tial reclamation of the Zuiderzee on several occasions, so convinced was he of the impor-
tance of his legislation. The final impetus for a Zuiderzee project came in 1916, after storm 
floods caused enormous devastation in the surrounding areas. The floods also exposed the 
Dutch dependency on food from abroad during World War I. Home grown agricultural 
products proved to be a dire necessity. This led to the Zuiderzee Act of 1918.   
 
In 1919, the government set up a special department for the execution of the plans for drai
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nage and land reclamation: the Zuiderzee Project Authority.   

II.1.2 Implementation 
 
The Project Authority started as early as 1920 with the closing off of the Zuiderzee. The da
mming of the Zuiderzee served two main purposes. The unpredictable Zuiderzee was tame
d and this guaranteed the safety of the hinterland against the advance of the water. Further
more, the Closure-Dike made it a bit easier to drain and reclaim a part of the Zuiderzee—th
e resulting IJsselmeer was not affected by tides. 
 
Construction was contracted out to a large association of contractors, and represented 
a gigantic hydraulic operation in those days. A 30 kilometre dam had to be built in open se
a. Currents and waves complicated operations considerably. For the construction of the Cl
osure-Dike, a large amount of willow switch was required: from this the mats for the underw
ater support structure were made. Large fields were planted for this purpose in central Holl
and.  Construction took five years: the Closure-Dike was completed in May 1932.  
 
Compared with the present state of technology, the construction of the Closure-Dike was u
ndertaken using "primitive" means. These days, we would use the computer for complicate
d calculations, simulation models and the design of the right profile of the dike. All the same
, the construction of the Closure-Dike was based on thorough research and technical innov
ation. A new material was used: till, or boulder clay. At first, the plan was to build the dike us
ing sand and clay. But soon it was discovered that till was a much more suitable material. T
his unyielding material proved difficult to work, so a new type of hopper was developed. Till
, formed by the glaciers during the ice age, is in plenty supply in the area around the IJssel
meer. 
  
These events were followed by the reclamation of different polder areas: the Northeast 
Polder in 1942, Eastern Flevoland in 1957, and Southern Flevoland in 1968. The first two 
polders are predominantly agricultural in nature. The latter two accommodate urban areas, 
woodlands, recreational areas and nature reserves. The last stage of Zuiderzee Project, the 
reclamation of the Markermeer, has not been completed. 

II.1.3 The Importance of Water Management  
 
The realisation of the Zuiderzee Project has not only resulted in new land. The IJsselmeer, 
Markermeer and the Randmeren now form the wet heart of the Netherlands. Together these 
lakes account for more than half the total surface area of freshwater in the Netherlands, cov
ering more than 2,000 square kilometres.  
 
The IJsselmeer area has a dual function: discharging of superfluous water and the storage 
of water for the northern Netherlands.  
 
The management of the water and the control of the lakes is of great importance for the 
surrounding areas. Management is in the hands of the government authorities. 
The Department of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, Directorate IJsselmeer 
Region (RDIJ) carries out the day-to-day responsibilities.  
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The water supply is particularly important for agriculture in the northern provinces. During d
ry summer seasons the IJsselmeer water is used to irrigate the crops in these areas. The 
water supply is also used to maintain the water level in the peatlands of the provinces of No
rth-Holland and Utrecht. Excessive lowering of the groundwater level would cause subside
nce of the peaty soils. Many polders discharge their water during the winter, only to take in 
water during the summer for the purpose of water level and water quality control. In Gronin
gen, Friesland and Noord-Holland water is let in to flush the polder water. This is to prevent 
the concentration of chloride and phosphate of becoming too high, resulting in excessive al
gae growth. 
 
The water of the IJsselmeer area comes for 70% from the river IJssel, which is fed by the 
Rhine. The quality of the IJsselmeer water is mainly determined by the quality of the Rhine.
 Other rivers and streams flowing into the IJsselmeer area are the Vecht in Overijssel, the s
treams of the Veluwe and the river Eem. Moreover the IJsselmeer area is the drainage basi
n for the northern part of the Netherlands and Germany. Its superfluous water is discharged
 into the lakes through ditches and canals. The bordering polders discharge their superfluo
us water via pumping stations or discharge sluices. The amount of water in the area is grea
tly influenced by meteorological circumstances such as precipitation and evapo-transpiratio
n.  
 
In the case of an increased water supply or an obstructed water discharge, the IJsselmeer 
area functions as a reservoir. The superfluous water is stored in the lakes until such time as
 discharge is possible again.  
 
The lakes also provide the processing, flushing and cooling water for a large number of co
mpanies in the areas surrounding the IJsselmeer. Even Corus (Hoogovens) Steelworks in I
Jmuiden uses water from the IJsselmeer.  
 
In addition, the IJsselmeer is a very important source of drinking water for North-Holland.  
Careful management by the RDIJ results in a good water quality. A pneumatic barrier has b
een lowered in the navigation locks of Den Oever and Kornwerderzand, for instance, to red
uce the salt content of the water. This pneumatic barrier keeps the sea water from entering 
the IJsselmeer when vessels are being locked.  

II.1.4 Further Reading  
 
Butler, Michael. (1972). “Netherlands: Dutch Continue to Reclaim Land from the Sea”, in Sc
ience, New Series, 176 (4038): 1002-4.   
 
Van Steen, Paul J.M. and Piet H. Pellenbarg. (2004). “Water Management Challenges in Th
e Netherlands”, in Tijdschrift voor Sociale en Economische Geografie, 95 (5): 590-8.   
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II.2 Case Study 2: Port Expansion in Rotterdam (Nether-
lands) 
 
From: DEKKER, S., R.J. VERHAEGHE AND A.A.J. POLS. (2003). Economic Impacts and 
Public Financing of Port Capacity Investments: the Case of Rotterdam Port Expansion. Delft, 
the Netherlands: Delft University of Technology5.    
 

II.2.1 Abstract 
 
Ports—and large-scale infrastructure in general—require substantial investments from 
public and private sources and generate direct and indirect benefits for society. Ports also 
have associated external impacts: negative impacts on the environment as well as traffic 
congestion. Competition between seaports has increased substantially. As a result, an effi-
cient use of port facilities has received more emphasis. The traditional role of the govern-
ment in providing such facilities is increasingly being questioned. The public and private 
roles need to be differentiated more clearly. These factors cause a rising interest to untangle 
issues of public versus private financing of investments in port improvements: a workable 
concept for public financing of port investments is called for. 
 
This paper presents a concept for differentiating public and private portions in financing port 
investments: the public contribution is based on and justified by the indirect economic im-
pacts of the total investment project. The concept is illustrated by data included in the 
cost-benefit analysis of the proposed second seaward expansion of the port of Rotterdam. 

II.2.2 Introduction 
 
Over the last decade, the Dutch government has made substantial investments in 
large-scale infrastructure to strengthen the competitive position of Amsterdam/Schiphol 
airport and the port of Rotterdam. Examples of these investments are the construction of a 
dedicated rail connection for freight transport between the port of Rotterdam and Germany, 
and capacity expansion of both Amsterdam/Schiphol airport and the port of Rotterdam. The 
main argument to make such investments is founded on the supposed strong positive in-
fluence of port investments on regional and national economic development. 
 
The functioning of such large-scale infrastructure is of considerable complexity: they con-
stitute a combination of physical capacity and related services, and have to function be-
tween both a land based and air or sea based networks. Moreover, they have to operate in a 
strong competitive environment in which efficiency plays a major role (e.g., 1 and 2, see 
References at end of Case Study). 
 
 
 
                                            
5 Paper presented at TRB 2003 Annual Meeting.  
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Evaluation of investments in large-scale infrastructure is complex (3). In the Netherlands, 
the debate on the value of such investments has triggered a substantial ongoing research 
effort into the economic impacts (see (4) for an overview of this effort). Besides impacts on 
the commercial performance of large-scale infrastructure such as illustrated by Dekker et al. 
(5) in case of seaport expansion, such investments also affect social welfare. 
 
The plans for seaward expansion of the Rotterdam port area—the so-called Maasvlakte 2 
project—reflect the complex issues involved in the decision-making on large-scale infra-
structure investments. The justification of public funding such investments is outlined in this 
paper using the Rotterdam situation as an illustrative example. 
 
The remainder of this paper is divided into five sections.  
 

• Section two, Impacts of large-scale infrastructure, characterizes 
large-scale-infrastructure and describes the supposed relation between public in-
vestments in infrastructure and the economic impacts.  

• Section three, The case of the Rotterdam port area expansion, gives an overview of 
the different choices that are available for capacity expansion of the port of Rotter-
dam.  

• Section four, Port investment from a social welfare point of view, presents an over-
view of the debate concerning investments in large-scale infrastructure in The 
Netherlands and a decision-making framework for such investments from a social 
welfare point of view.  

• Section five, Economic impacts from Maasvlakte 2, quantifies the economic impacts 
from investment in Maasvlakte 2 and their implications for public financing.  

• In the last section, Conclusions, findings are summarized. 

II.2.3 Impacts of Large-Scale Infrastructure 

Large-Scale Infrastructure 
 
Investments in large-scale infrastructure, and in infrastructure in general, aim at providing 
and/or improving (e.g., 6, 7 and 8): 
 

• basic services to households and industries; 
• key inputs into the economy; and 
• crucial inputs to economic activity and growth. 

 
The terms “basic”, “key” and “crucial” are place and time-dependent: they vary from country 
to country and from one period of time to another (9). Large-scale infrastructure in the 
context of this paper includes seaports and airports. These are the main gateways to 
land-based networks, providing the necessary linkages between sea and land transport 
networks. Seaports and airports share a number of characteristics: 
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• capital intensity due to indivisibilities and sunk costs; 
• long life time (of 50 years and more); 
• large uncertainties (during planning and design, construction and operating time); 

and 
• substantial expected impacts (economic and environmental impacts). 

 
As a consequence, the evaluation of investments in large-scale infrastructure is a complex 
and specialized activity (see also 3). 

Impacts of Large-Scale Infrastructure Projects 
 
The importance of large-scale infrastructure such as seaports and airports for social welfare 
and its development has long been recognized. During the last decades there is however a 
growing awareness that there are also social and environmental costs besides economic 
benefits. Examples are costs due to congestion, air pollution and noise. 
 
Referring to Van Exel et al. (10), impacts of infrastructure projects, and of large-scale pro-
jects in particular, can be defined as the difference between the development in certain 
(welfare) indicators with and without implementation of that project. Van Exel et al. (10) point 
to the fact that it is of crucial importance to define in advance the base case (i.e. ‘do nothing’ 
situation or ‘existing policy’) and the project case, and to determine the proper scenarios and 
the relevant impacts to be taken into account. 
 
Cost savings due to investments in (large-scale) infrastructure affect consumer and pro-
ducer surplus. These impacts are the so-called direct economic impacts and are closely 
related with (new) users and operators of the improved infrastructure. In contrast, economic 
impacts that are passed on to others in society are so-called indirect economic impacts or 
impacts by the investment multiplier (3). These impacts increase social welfare insofar as 
they create more efficiency by network effects (economies of scale, scope and density) and 
other economic impacts such as agglomeration economies and reduction of labor market 
imperfections (3, 10). 
 
According to Banister and Berechman (3), the most fundamental impact of investments in 
(large-scale) infrastructure is the improvement of transport conditions (i.e., improvement of 
accessibility), by which location decisions of households and industries are affected. 

Public Financing and Indirect Economic Impacts 
 
Improving large-scale infrastructure requires substantial investments from public and private 
sources. Competition between seaports and airports has increased substantially. As a result, 
an efficient use of space and infrastructure facilities has received more emphasis. The tra-
ditional role of the government in providing such facilities is increasingly being questioned as 
well. This produces a rising interest to untangle public versus private issues of financing of 
investments in large-scale infrastructure improvements: a workable concept for public fi-
nancing is called for to determine the appropriate role and share of government financing.  
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A main question for the government concerns the justification of the public contribution to the 
total investment if both public and private parties are involved. The part of the total invest-
ment that is unprofitable for private parties could be qualified for public contribution. The 
government determines the minimum rate of return of the public part of the total investment. 
The actual rate of return should at least be the social discount rate: the opportunity cost of 
the average contribution to social welfare of other public investment opportunities. The total 
contribution to social welfare consists of direct and indirect economic impacts; the direct 
economic impacts are closely related to the users and operators of the improved infra-
structure (see above).  
 
A major justification for public contributions could then be found in the indirect economic 
impacts, which are outside the scope of commercial exploitation - and therefore outside the 
scope of private financing - but within the social welfare scope of government. The gov-
ernment may then contribute a portion in the investment equivalent to the investment (cost), 
which balances the discounted indirect economic impacts (benefits) over the project’s life-
time. The proportions of direct and indirect economic impacts in the total economic impacts 
will then determine the appropriate ratio of private to public investment. 

II.2.4 The Case of the Rotterdam Port Area Expansion 

Demand for Space in the Port of Rotterdam 
 
Recently, the Dutch Central Planning Agency has made a forecast of the future demand for 
space for different commercial sectors in the port of Rotterdam. These calculations are 
based on three possible scenarios for Dutch economic development until 2035 (11): 
 

• Divided Europe (DE, growth of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of 1.5 % per year); 
• European Coordination (EC, GDP growth of 2.75 %); and 
• Global Competition (GC, GDP growth of 3.25 %). 

 
The economic scenarios reflect different assumptions on global economic growth and 
varying degrees of European integration, which result in different growth paths of Dutch 
GDP.  
 

• The DE scenario reflects a combination of lagging European integration and policy 
development, and strong economic developments in North America and Asia. As a 
consequence, Europe is less competitive compared to other regions and a relatively 
low Dutch GDP growth is the result.  

• The EC scenario is based on far-reaching cooperation between the EU-member 
states and between government and industry. The European competitive position is 
comparable with developments in North America and Asia, which leads to a rela-
tively high GDP growth.  

• In the GC scenario, strong international competition and technological innovations 
(ICT) are emphasized. This causes a substantial growth of global trade jointly with 
further stimulation of EU deregulation and liberalization. A strong growth of Dutch 
GDP results. 
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The expected market shares of the different sectors in the Rotterdam port region and of the 
port as a whole are determined for each GDP-growth scenario. The future demand for space 
is estimated on the basis of expected sectoral improvements in spatial productivity. The 
results of this forecast are presented in Table 1. 
 
 

 
 
The need for space for container handling strongly depends on the efficiency in the use of 
space that can be realized in the future; of particular interest is then the further integration of 
advanced logistical services. Growing container transshipment involves higher distribution & 
storage requirements. This is influenced by a relatively low land price in the Rotterdam port 
area. A further integration of logistic chains might decrease the demand for storage. Fur-
thermore, activities such as storage need not necessarily to be located within the port area 
(12). 
 
The sector chemical industries and other industries include also storage of dry bulk goods. 
The existing industries have the possibility to move to other places in the port of Rotterdam. 
One of the driving forces may be noise hindrance. 
 
The net demand for extra space of the other sectors is relatively small. This may be ex-
plained by the fact that there has already been ample area reserved for these sectors and 
because of a reallocation of previous activities (e.g., from the oil sector). 

Plans for Physical Expansion of the Port Area 
 
One of the proposed options to meet the future demand for space is by a second seawards 
expansion of the port by a land reclamation project. Figure 1 shows the planned location of 
this reclamation in the North Sea: the so-called Maasvlakte 2. This planned land reclamation 
comprises an area of 1000 hectares. Sixty percent of the total area of Maasvlakte 2 (600 
hectares) is reserved for container activities and forty percent for other activities such as 
storage and chemical industries. 
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Depending on the choice of the nautical infrastructure, two main alternatives are proposed 
for Maasvlakte 2 (12): alternative A with access via the already existing port entrance and 
facilities of Maasvlakte 1 (see Figure 1), and alternative B with a separate entrance for the 
visiting ships. The estimated total construction costs of alternative A are 1,800 million Euros. 
The expected construction costs of alternative B are 550 million Euros higher than for al-
ternative A. This is mainly caused by the extra dams to protect the port entrance and by the 
extra costs to dredge the entrance channel. 
 
In preparation for the discussion on the planned expansion, the Dutch Central Planning 
Bureau has made a cost-benefit analysis (12, 13) in which the environmental impacts are 
represented by using the indirect pricing method developed by the Dutch Institute for Energy 
Conservation and Clean Technology (14). The data used in this paper are adapted from the 
here-mentioned cost-benefit analysis. 

Alternative Options for Physical Capacity Expansion 
 
The need for an additional port area, which can be met with Maasvlakte 2, is presently de-
rived from a fairly optimistic growth scenario. The risk that, for instance, the demand for 
container-handling services does not materialize is then relatively high in view of the strong 
competition among ports in the so-called Hamburg – Le Havre range.  
 
Less capital-intensive and more flexible ‘planning-oriented’ alternatives, essentially based 
on efficiency improvements, may then be pursued such as: 
 

• better utilization of the existing port area by reallocation of port activities within the 
existing port area and by using new technologies; 

• spreading of activities to other regions in The Netherlands; and 
• coordination with other ports (e.g., with the port of Antwerp). 

 
Particularly the first alternative is now receiving increasing attention. However, the potential 
of new technologies focused on upgrading logistic and transportation services are not easy 
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to incorporate. Up to now, it has been easier to pinpoint the land reclamation measure as a 
focus for government investment rather than using new technologies, which is primarily a 
private undertaking. 
 
The other two alternatives, focusing on cooperation, depend on the willingness of other 
regions and ports to cooperate, which is as yet difficult to achieve. An important drawback is 
the fact that cooperation between ports could lead to inefficient port handling prices due to 
monopolistic tendencies (formation of trusts). More ‘market-oriented’ alternatives such as 
further stimulation of competition within the port could also be effective to reduce the need 
for port expansion. 

II.2.5 Port Investment from a Social Welfare Point of View 

Evaluation Debate 
 
The decision-making concerning physical expansion of the port of Rotterdam and other 
port-related investments, such as a hinterland railway connection with Germany, has initi-
ated a heated debate in The Netherlands. This debate concerns the potential and desired 
role of the Dutch mega-hubs Amsterdam/Schiphol and Rotterdam in international transport, 
their contribution to social welfare and their further enhancement by investments in capacity 
expansion. 
 
Some authors criticize the increasing investments in Dutch mega-hubs. Pols (15), for in-
stance, notes the lack of development of policy alternatives and a well-founded and co-
herent policy vision on mega-hub development in The Netherlands. For example, the 
one-sided focus on scale advantages of increasing ship size in container transport (up to 
10,000 or even 15,000 TEU) disregards the logistic disadvantages of lower frequencies, and 
the increasing distances in both sea and inland transport. It disregards also the high in-
vestment and exploitation costs of dedicated transshipment facilities with relatively low 
capacity utilization. In addition, Pols mentions the lack of coordination at a more operational 
level between transport, spatial and environmental policy. An adequate trade off of costs and 
benefits of expansion is necessary. 
 
In contrast, advocates of increasing investments in Dutch mega-hubs (e.g., 16) point at the 
potential attractiveness of mega-hub development for companies and the radiation effect of 
a mega-hub on regional and even national economic development. The debate about the 
benefits and costs of mainports continues to date and hinges on some aspects which are 
difficult to resolve, such as a clear distinction between direct and indirect economic impacts 
and the definition of port-related industries. 
 
A most important aspect in the evaluation debate concerning mega-hubs is the determina-
tion of added value for the national economy and more in particular the indirect economic 
impacts. An inventory (17) of these impacts for the port of Rotterdam suggests that circa 
6.8 % of the Dutch Gross Domestic Product and 7.1 % of total Dutch employment would be 
generated by the port of Rotterdam. However, a considerable amount of double counting is 
suspected (13, 18). A considerable research effort into the estimation of indirect effects of 
large-scale infrastructure is presently going on in The Netherlands (e.g., 4). 
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Another aspect in the evaluation debate, but strongly related to the here-mentioned value 
added issue, concerns the future demand for mega-hub (throughput) capacity, which is in 
fact a demand for services consisting of transshipment, storage and transport. Some parties 
propose essentially an extrapolation of past trends, while others point to the (potential) 
changing structure of the economy and composition of trade flows, possible changing 
competitive positions of the Dutch mega-hubs and the likelihood of modal shifts. The de-
velopment and choice of economic scenarios has considerable influence on capacity re-
quirements of megahubs. 

Decision-Making Framework for Maasvlakte 2 Investment 
 
The decision to construct Maasvlakte 2 concerns an investment with public funds and has 
possibly substantial economic impacts. It therefore requires a decision based on the net 
contribution to social welfare. Figure 2 presents a schematization of the components and 
their inter-relationships relevant for such a decision in this case. This schematization es-
sentially follows the freight flows through a port and identifies the investments to improve the 
functioning of the port. 
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The investments can be categorized into: 
 

• investments to improve physical capacity and/or services of the port itself aiming at 
an increased port performance (handling capability, tariffs, quality and reliability); and 

• investments to improve hinterland connections aiming at reduced generalized hin-
terland transport costs. 

 
Through these investments a port’s competitive position is improved and, as a consequence, 
its own fraction of total international freight flows is increased. In addition, the balanced port 
performance might also stimulate a national demand for port-related industries, which con-
stitute an important driving force for the generation of freight flows through a port. 
 
A differentiation should be made between freight flows to and from The Netherlands (do-
mestic flows), and the transfer flows to and from other countries (non-domestic flows). They 
have a strongly varying impact on social welfare. Both flows have impact on the environment 
and on congestion. The domestic flows, however, have a strong relation with the creation of 
indirect economic impacts by port-related industries while the non-domestic flows contribute 
primarily to an increase in employment and added value by hinterland transport services. 
The port of Rotterdam, for instance, has a relatively high proportion (circa 30 % of total 
throughput volume) of non-domestic trade flows (13, 19). Particularly non-domestic flows 
occur in competition with other ports and constitute therefore a relatively volatile (uncertain) 
part of the total flows. At the same time, these non-domestic flows are crucially important to 
maintain the hub-status of the port of Rotterdam within the European and even global 
transportation networks. 
 
In deciding upon expansion of port facilities from a social welfare point of view, the scale and 
scope benefits from the expansion should be weighed against the marginal expansion costs. 
The economic impacts, which can be expected from a large-scale expansion project such as 
Maasvlakte 2, involve beneficial impacts on existing and new companies/industries as well 
as the impacts on transport flows in terms of type, volume, modality and frequency (network 
effects). In the next section, a closer look is taken at the potential economic impacts from 
Rotterdam port area expansion by means of Maasvlakte 2. 

II.2.6 Economic Impacts from Maasvlakte 2 

General 
 
Recently, the Dutch Central Planning Bureau (CPB) has made a cost-benefit analysis of the 
physical expansion of the port of Rotterdam by Maasvlakte 2 (12, 13). An assessment of all 
impacts, including direct and indirect economic impacts, was part of this analysis. The re-
sults of the assessment concerning the economic impacts are presented in this section. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the base case or ‘do nothing’ situation should be well defined. In case 
of not expanding the physical capacity by land reclamation, a capacity shortage in the 
Rotterdam port area is expected in the near future. This will result in re-routing of a part of 
the potential freight flows through the port of Rotterdam to other ports, for instance, to 
Antwerp and Hamburg/Bremen. The economic consequence might be a lower attractivity 
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(higher costs and reduced reputation) for port-related industries and therefore less direct 
and indirect economic impacts. A quantification of these losses is not included in the 
cost-benefit analysis of the CPB (12, 13). 
 
In the remainder of this section, an overview is given of the (monetarized) economic impacts 
of implementing Maasvlakte 2 and the implications for public financing. The impacts are 
computed using a real discount rate of 4 % and expressed in net present (2003) value with a 
plan horizon up to 2035. 

Direct Economic Impacts 
 
In Table 2, an overview is given of the net direct economic impacts of an investment in 
Maasvlakte 2, which is equal to the sum of all added value minus expenses closely related to 
the (new) users and operators of Maasvlakte 2. The analysis is carried out for the three 
economic scenarios as described in Section 3.1. 
 

 
 
The benefits of container handling originate from an improved port performance: less con-
gestion and therefore a more reliable handling of containers. As a consequence, an increase 
of the container flows is suspected. In the DE scenario, extra space for container handling is 
only needed near the plan horizon. Until then the demand can be met within the existing port 
area; direct economic impacts due to physical port expansion are therefore almost zero. The 
growth of the West-European market share of Rotterdam in the EC scenario and the GC 
scenario are respectively 0 % and 3 %. The latter percentage causes an additional increase 
of the direct economic impacts (better supply-demand match) and explains the relatively 
high difference between the EC and GC scenarios. The relatively high proportion of 
non-domestic container flows (circa 40 % of total container volume, 19) means that parties 
outside The Netherlands largely reap the benefits. 
 
The direct economic impacts of chemical and other industries and other sectors are rela-
tively small compared to those of container handling.  
 
The benefits attributed to distribution & storage are not significant. 

Indirect Economic Impacts 
 
Estimation of indirect economic impacts of investments in large-scale infrastructure is a 
difficult task. There is, for instance, no standard relationship between direct and indirect 
economic impacts, and it is important to avoid double counting (e.g., by making a clear dis-
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tinction between generative and distributive impacts). 
 
The Dutch Central Planning Bureau made an estimation of the indirect economic impacts of 
investing in Maasvlakte 2, which is based on the outcome of a spatial-economic model (12, 
13). The environmental impacts are not included in the indirect economic impacts but are 
accounted for separately. A distinction is further made between network effects and other 
indirect economic impacts. Network effects consist of economic impacts due to additional 
transport on hinterland connections leading to economies of scale, scope and density. A 
better utilization of existing infrastructure is the result. These effects are quantified and 
monetarized by estimating the effects on marginal transportation cost. The other indirect 
economic impacts such as increasing wages, positive effects on business location and 
macro-economic impacts are determined via an estimation of the wage increase and the 
investment multiplier. The results of the estimated indirect economic impacts are presented 
in Table 3. 
 

 
 
The network effects contribute only marginally to the total indirect economic impacts for all 
scenarios. The negative value in case of the GC-scenario is caused by the interest charges 
due to early expansion of the highways around Rotterdam and reconstructing inland wa-
terways to and from the port Rotterdam (13).  
 
Other indirect economic impacts are mainly caused by market imperfections (see above).  
 
5.4 Total Economic Impacts and Implications for Public Financing  
 
Table 4 gives an overview of the total economic impacts. It can be concluded that the indirect 
economic impacts of investing in Maasvlakte 2 are just a fraction of the total impacts. In case 
of the DE-scenario, the total impacts are only determined by the direct economic impacts. 
 

 
 
Following the concept of determining the public contribution to the total investment in 
Maasvlakte 2, the public contribution for the three scenarios is presented in Table 5. The 
remaining part of the total investment should be financed privately, for instance, through an 
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increase of the handling charges. 
 

 
 
The computed public contribution is very low, in particular compared to the present intention 
of the government to fund 100 % of the investment for Maasvlakte 2 (see alternative B). This 
result contributes to the arguments of those opposed to the traditional role of the govern-
ment in funding expansions of the port infrastructure without a well-founded and coherent 
vision on mega-hub development of the port. It puts further highlight on the estimation of the 
indirect economic impacts. Port facilities and services are to be considered as club goods or 
private goods with external impacts rather than a pure collective good. 

II.2.7 Conclusions 
 
Physical capacity expansion of the port of Rotterdam with Maasvlakte 2 requires substantial 
investments from public and private sources. The traditional role of the government in land 
reclamation and providing port infrastructure is increasingly being questioned. This causes a 
rising interest to untangle public versus private issues of financing of investments in 
large-scale infrastructure improvements: a workable concept for public financing is called 
for. 
 
As proposed in this paper, a justification for the public contribution could be found in the 
indirect economic impacts, which are outside the scope of the commercial exploitation but 
within the social welfare scope of the government. The government may then contribute a 
portion in the investment equivalent to the discounted indirect economic impacts over the 
project’s lifetime. There is, however, considerable controversy among analysts how indirect 
economic impacts should be accounted for. 
 
Application of this concept to the expansion of the Rotterdam port area indicates a very low 
contribution from the government (up to 1.3 % of total investment or 30 million euros), which 
is in strong contrast with the presently intended government contribution of 100 %. The 
result for this case is that it contributes strongly to the arguments of those opposed to the 
traditional role of the government in funding physical expansion of port capacity without a 
well-founded and coherent vision on mega-hub development of the port. 
 
Development of a comprehensive concept for capacity planning for large-scale infrastruc-
ture requires to satisfactory address the public/private contribution issue. This will require 
identification and adaptation of a best practice approach for estimation of the indirect eco-
nomic impacts, and further an integration of the public/private concept such as proposed in 
this paper. 
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II.3 Case Study 3: Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority 
(Australia) 
 
Source: SYDNEY HARBOUR FORESHORE AUTHORITY, March 2005. Statement of Af-
fairs. Sydney, Australia.  
 

II.3.1 Structure and Function  
 
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority (the Authority) has responsibility for the commercial 
and public management of some of the most valuable, prestigious and historically significant 
real estate in Australia.  

II.3.2 Acts and Regulations  
 
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority (the Authority) was formed on 1 February 1999 under 
The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority Act 1998. The Act combined the functions of the 
former Sydney Cove Authority and City West Development Corporation. The Act provided 
for the Darling Harbour Authority’s amalgamation with the Authority on 1 January 2001.  

II.3.3 Organizational Structure  
 
The Authority is subject to the control and direction of the Minister for Infrastructure and 
Planning.  
 
It is managed by a Board comprised of the Chief Executive Officer, the Director-General 
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR), and a maximum of 
five people appointed by the Minister, one of whom is appointed as the chairperson. The 
Board meets monthly. The current Board members are: Jon Isaacs, Chairman; Rob Lang, 
CEO; Penny Morris; Jennifer Westacott, Director-General DIPNR; Helen Wright; Michael 
Collins; Bonita Boezeman.  
 
The Chief Executive Officer of the Authority is Dr Robert Lang, who was appointed to the 
position on 21 July 2003. The CEO is supported by four Executive Directors, each respon-
sible for one of four divisions operating within the Authority:  
 

1. Tenant & Asset Management Services  
2. Major Projects  
3. Commercial Partnerships & Visitor Services  
4. Corporate Services.  

 
The Executive Directors meet weekly at an Executive Management Meeting.  
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II.3.4 Main Function  
 
The Authority is responsible for preserving and enhancing the natural and cultural heritage 
of Sydney's inner harbour foreshore.  
 
Its business activities focus on property management and development, heritage conser-
vation, urban renewal, and tourism. Key locations in the management area include The 
Rocks, Darling Harbour, Circular Quay, Luna Park, White Bay Power Station, Rozelle 
Railway Yards and Ballast Point.  
 
The Authority has shifted the focus of its core business from land sales and redevelopment 
to that of place leadership and place management. Place leadership helps set the strategic 
direction for creating the Authority’s precincts, while place management is about caring for 
those places and providing the services, infrastructure and operational support needed to 
maximise their full potential.  
 
This change in focus is the result of two factors. The first is a reduction in the availability of 
surplus land for sale and redevelopment. The second is a lead-taking and social responsi-
bility strategy, which recognises the Authority’s ongoing role in managing and maintaining 
some of Australia’s most significant places. The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority’s vi-
sion is: “We make unique places in Sydney that the World talks about”.  
 
The Authority endeavours to achieve this by continually improving Sydney’s significant 
waterfront precincts, by balancing visitor, community and commercial expectations. The 
Authority aims to create an organisation with a vision to becoming a world leader in place 
management and one dedicated to meeting the needs of its stakeholders.  

II.3.5 Function by Division  
 
The Authority’s current place management portfolio includes The Rocks and Darling Har-
bour. In addition, the Authority place manages a range of sites on behalf of other organisa-
tions including the Circular Quay and King Street Wharf promenades, Museum of Con-
temporary Art, Sydney Conservatorium of Music and Overseas Passenger Terminal.  
 
1. Tenant & Asset Management Services  
Managing assets of the inner Sydney Harbour foreshore area in a cohesive and balanced 
manner, to improve and preserve their unique character and heritage, whilst promoting 
economic, environmental and social sustainability that ensures continued commercial vi-
ability, enhanced visual appeal, public accessibility and recreational use. This unit provides 
the following services: project services, heritage, urban design, facilities and maintenance, 
archaeological, security and logistics and tenant management.  
 
2. Major Projects  
This team manages land sales and acquisitions and facilitating the development of sites and 
assets in the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority area. It is also responsible for the 
preparation of master plans and development applications.  
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3. Commercial Partnerships & Visitor Services  
Incorporates Event Development, Visitor Marketing, Educational Tours & Services, Tourism, 
Communications, the Sydney Visitor Centres and Graphic Design Studio, Managed Places 
(King St Wharf, Circular Quay, The Overseas Passenger Terminal), Commercial Businesses 
incorporating the Darling Harbour car parks, Chinese Gardens, lease and management 
agreements with the Sydney Entertainment Centre and the Sydney Convention & Exhibition 
Centre, Mobile Vending and Sponsorship Services. The focus of this division is on our 
stakeholders and visitors.  
 
4. Corporate Services  
This division is responsible for effective management of the functions of finance, information 
technology, contracting, administration, human resources, planning, and Ministerial liaison. 
The division strives to continually achieve improved returns from core assets while bal-
ancing economic benefits to the State with environmental and community obligations and 
visitor needs.  

II.3.6 Organisational Structure  
 

 
 

 

II.3.7 Ways in which SHFA’s Functions affect Members of the Pub-
lic  
 
Contributing an estimated A$9 billion6 to the economy annually, through direct and indirect 
activities, the Authority’s assets, totalling approximately A$1.1 billion, include a property 
portfolio of commercial, semi commercial and community service assets. These assets 
                                            
6 Economic Impact Study conducted by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, May 2001.   
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generate revenues that are used in part to fund Community Service Obligations (CSOs) 
performed by the Authority, worth approximately A$23 million per annum.  
 
These CSOs comprise maintenance of the public domain, parks, roads and foreshores and 
the provision of visitor services throughout the Authority’s various precincts. Ways in which 
the Authority’s functions affect members of the public can be summarized in the Authority’s 
Charter: 
 

• As custodian, ensure the preservation and interpretation of the natural and cultural 
heritage around the foreshores, promoting a sense of community ownership  

• Facilitate the opening up of foreshore areas to the public, balancing protection with 
active use while improving and extending the waterfront public domain  

• Deliver excellence in its role as place manager for Sydney’s premier harbour sites  
• Capitalise on the economic and cultural worth of foreshore precincts, notably The 

Rocks, Circular Quay and Darling Harbour, as core attractions for both visitors and 
Sydneysiders  

• Balance economic return, vibrancy and diversity of harbour foreshores, including the 
working waterfront  

• Add value by redevelopment of surplus government land through a highly skilled 
organisation that creates new city precincts on the harbour.  

 
With its land sales program coming to an end in 2005/2006, the Authority is gearing itself 
towards an expanded role in place leadership and place management to ensure that it can 
continue to meet the high expectations of the community and other stakeholders.  
 
The Authority has established a program of research and community consultation to help 
identify the unique ‘sense of place’ for its precincts. This information provides input into 
long-term strategies, which will help to shape each precinct’s future.  
 
The Authority also place manages parks and other public open spaces within its precincts, 
including Tumbalong Park at Darling Harbour, and Dawes Point Park and First Fleet Park in 
The Rocks.  
 
The Authority manages more than 500 tenancies, most of which are retail tenancies. It 
communicates with its tenants through newsletters and regular meetings that allow for in-
formation exchange and input into strategy direction and marketing activities.  
 
The Rocks and Darling Harbour together attract around 35 million people movements an-
nually. One third of the approximately 1,000 events the Authority stages each year in The 
Rocks and Darling Harbour relate to community and sporting programs.  
 
The Authority directly and indirectly creates employment for around 52,000 people, notably 
in Darling Harbour and The Rocks. At the core of its staff is a highly skilled team of spe-
cialists in property management and development, asset and facilities management, heri-
tage, capital works, marketing, communications, events, tourism and support services.  
Public Participation in Policy Formulation  
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The Authority employs public participation mechanisms including:  
 

• Interviews and surveys  
• Feedback access points via websites  
• Regular community meetings relating to projects  
• Community newsletters and updates  
• Consultation with interested parties and stakeholders, peak industry bodies, con-

servation bodies, academics and individual businesses as appropriate  
• Circulation of draft documents to interested bodies for comment  
• Formal invitations for public comment on master plans and development proposals 

relating to the functions of the Authority.  
 
In certain circumstances, an inter-agency working group may be established where devel-
opment of a particular site, event or issue, requires a more whole of government approach.  

II.3.8 Kinds of Documents Held by the Agency  
 
The Authority generates and has in its custody a wide range of documents. These include 
records (files), personnel files, budget papers, leases, contracts and agreements, policy and 
procedures manuals, and Authority publications (such as annual reports, information sheets, 
brochures, booklets, plans, reports, books, websites and videos).  
 
Departmental files contain a variety of types of documents, including submissions, briefing 
notes, memoranda, correspondence, and agendas and minutes of meetings. Each file 
contains documents relating to a particular subject matter.  
 
The following is indicative of the type of content areas in which the Authority holds files:  
 

• Administration, Finance, Policy and Staff  
• Property Management, Leasing, Project development, Planning, Tenancy and Ar-

chitecture  
• Tourism Marketing, Promotions, Trade Shows  

 
A register of development applications, and a Land Register, is available for inspection upon 
request.  

II.3.9 Policies  
 
The Authority develops policies to govern the way it interacts with clients including the 
general community. These policies, covering a wide range of matters, articulate the Au-
thority's response to government and community needs. They include issues such as cus-
tomer service, disabled access, privacy management and community consultation along 
with a Code of Conduct to guide standards of behaviour required by the Authority staff and 
Board. There are also a number of policies that relate to more specific areas of responsibility 
such as commercial signage, outdoor seating, and telecommunications. 
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II.3.10 Document Availability  
 
Most documents are available to the public free of charge through the Authority’s Head Of-
fice at Level 6, 66 Harrington Street, The Rocks or the Sydney Visitor Centres at The Rocks 
(106 George Street) and Darling Harbour (33 Wheat Street). Members of the public should 
address requests to: The Freedom of Information Coordinator on (02) 9240 8823. Applica-
tions and enquiries can be made between 8.30am and 5.00pm, Monday to Friday. 

II.3.11 Case Area Map  
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II.4 Case Study 4: Douglas Shire Council (Australia) 
 
Source: GREEN GLOBE ASIA-PACIFIC. Green Globe Case Study on Douglas Shire Coun
cil, Queensland, Australia. Available from:  
http://www.greenglobe21.com/Casestudies.aspx/ [Accessed on 9 November 2005].  

II.4.1 Background 
 
With 78% of its land World Heritage listed, the Douglas Shire is considered as a premier g
ateway to the Wet Tropics areas of Cape Tribulation and the Daintree Rainforest. The Dou
glas Shire is the only place in Australia where two World Heritage Areas converge, the Gre
at Barrier Reef and the Wet Tropics of Tropical North Queensland. The Shire includes the i
nternational tourist resort township of Port Douglas and other local townships including the 
sugar cane town of Mossman and the Daintree Village. 
 
In October 2000 the Douglas Shire Council signed an agreement with the Australian Coop
erative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism (CRC), the Centre for Integrated Environ
mental Protection, Griffith University, and the Queensland Environmental Protection Agenc
y (EPA). This collaborative partnership was designed to facilitate ecologically sustainable 
environmental and business best practice with an emphasis on the travel and tourism indu
stry. 
 
The partnership will enhance the destination image of the Shire as it works towards Sustai
nability, maintaining a competitive edge in the International market. Douglas Shire was sele
cted as a pilot to assist in the development of the GREEN GLOBE Certification process for 
communities. It has since progressed to become the first GREEN GLOBE Benchmarked co
mmunity in the Asia Pacific region. 
 
Douglas Shire Council is committed to ensuring that their community develops in an enviro
nmentally and socially sustainable manner. Their contribution and commitment to this is refl
ected in their ongoing pursuit to develop and implement innovative environmental improve
ments and best practice standards and through their successful encouragement of local co
mmunity involvement in the Douglas Shire region. 
 
This case study describes the Benchmarking achievements of Douglas Shire Council and 
against the GREEN GLOBE Benchmarking Indicator for Communities. 

II.4.2 Environmental and Social Policy 
 
Douglas Shire Council is developing a Sustainability Strategy, which is focused on environ
mental and social policy. This written commitment aims to address sustainability issues in t
he Shire. The Strategy provides the framework for Douglas Shire Sustainable Futures, whi
ch is the umbrella for a suite of projects designed to improve the economic, social and envi
ronmental performance within the Douglas Shire. 
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II.4.3 Energy 
 
Douglas Shire Council’s consumption of electricity per capita is well below the national aver
age, and exceeds GREEN GLOBE Best Practice Level. Douglas Shire Council is rated abo
ve Best Practice Level in their water consumption. 
 
Douglas Shire Council has attempted to minimize the overall consumption of energy for the
 Shire whilst promoting greater use of renewable energy resources through the highlighting 
the following initiatives: 
 

• A Domestic Remote Area Power Scheme (DRAPS) subsidy for residents unable to 
access mains electricity. These systems consist of Photovoltaic panels, batteries an
d a back up diesel generator. 

• Residents are being given incentives to introduce solar hot water systems through r
ebate grants. These systems contribute around 40% of the average domestic energ
y consumption. 

• It is estimated that 367 350 kWh of electricity used North of the Daintree River withi
n Douglas Shire is created from renewable sources of energy7.  

• Further incentives for energy efficient buildings are due to be introduced into the ne
w planning scheme being prepared for the Shire. 

• The Mossman Central Sugar Mill produces renewable energy as a byproduct of the 
cane crushing process, and 326 mWh was exported to the national grid during the 
2000 crushing season. 

II.4.4 Water Consumption 
 

• Ultra-filtration systems are planned for the Mossman Gorge Community, Whyanbeel
 Weir and Daintree Reservoir and are expected to be in operation by June 2002. Dri
nking water quality is likely to be significantly improved once these are operational. 

• Douglas Shire Council requires all new rural residential properties to install 20,000 li
tre rainwater tanks to ensure self-sufficiency in drinking water. 

• Further work is being undertaken by Council to enhance its potable water managem
ent. 

II.4.5 Waterways Quality 
 

• This indicator includes the quality of Surface water, groundwater and aquatic habitat
s (including the sea) in the Douglas Shire. The Douglas Shire Council acknowledge
s the need for an integrated and reliable long-term water quality monitoring program
 and ongoing improvements to water management. 

• The University of Queensland and the Centre for Integrated Environmental Protecti
on at Griffith University (sponsored by CRC for Sustainable Tourism) are conducting
 a research pilot project at the Port Douglas sewerage treatment plant into tertiary tr

                                            
7 Source: Daintree Futures Study, 2000 cited in Report on Douglas Shire Baseline Data, August 200
1 
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eatment of saline wastewater. The ability to treat marine sewerage is an Australian f
irst and is world best environmental practice. 

• Eighty-four percent of water related tests passed relevant guidelines in the Douglas 
Shire. 

• The Douglas Shire Council is developing a Soil and Stormwater quality manual, whi
ch will promote best practice soil and water quality management for development si
tes and construction activities, in order to improve sedimentation and runoff from the
se sites. 

II.4.6 Solid and Liquid Waste 
 

• Douglas Shire Council actively encourages a reduction in the quantity of solid wast
es being generated through approaches such as: avoiding excess packaging, reuse
 packaging where possible, recycling waste where possible and committing waste t
o landfill only as a last resort. 

• An integrated waste management project coming into operation in 2002 will provide 
best practice waste management and aims to reduce landfill by up to 65%. 

• Drummaster is another federal initiative Douglas Shire Council has become involve
d in which encourages the recycling of agricultural chemical containers and bulk buy
ing of chemicals. At present Douglas Shire Council offers recycling of oil, tyres, and 
grease trap waste. 

• Douglas Shire Council recycles effluent from Port Douglas Sewerage plant to irrigat
e local golf courses. 

II.4.7 Air Quality and Noise Control 
 

• The air quality in the Douglas Shire Council exceeds GREEN GLOBE Best Practice
 Levels.  

• Douglas Shire Council is involved in the Cities for Climate Protection (CCP) progra
mme, which measures energy consumption and Greenhouse Gas emissions for the
 DSC and the broader Shire community. This programme also bases itself on contin
ual improvement. 

• The Shire’s aims to lower Greenhouse Gas emissions through their sustainable far
ming practices, including cutting cane green rather than burning off. 

• As a part of the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Project, 3000 hectares of planting with
in the Shire is required for carbon sequestration. This aspect is likely to be a signific
ant and positive indicator for the Shire in the future. 

• A proposal to fit cane mill stacks with scrubbers is expected to reduce emissions fro
m the mill by up to 90% 

II.4.8 Resource Conservation 
 

• Douglas Shire Council encourages best practice resource conservation measures a
nd internal cultural change towards greater eco-efficiency. Douglas Shire Council ha
s adopted practices that demonstrate best practice, such as: electronic minutes and
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 agendas for meetings, use of internal email instead of paper message pads, encou
raging employees to avoid unnecessary printing and to re-use old documents for sc
rap paper.  

• Douglas Shire Council recycles effluent from Port Douglas Sewerage Plant to irrigat
e two golf courses in the town. This re-use figure is one of the highest in Australia. 

II.4.9 Social Commitment 
 
Douglas Shire Council acknowledges the economic effects of tourism on the local economy
 and therefore emphasis is placed on the support of local goods and services ensuring the 
economic benefits remain within the local region and benefit the local region. 

II.4.10 Biodiversity 
 

• Seventy-eight percent of the land within the Douglas Shire region is protected, whic
h exceeds the national average and is well above GREEN GLOBE Best Practice Le
vel. Twelve percent of the Travel and Tourism Operators in the Douglas Shire Coun
cil have environmental performance accreditation. Generally, 10% participation is re
garded as an excellent outcome. Additionally, Douglas Shire contains 6.5% of all Au
stralian accredited eco-tourism operators. 

• There are currently 47 conservation agreements with landowners in the Douglas Sh
ire, which ensure that the property is managed to provide habitat in high value bio-di
versity areas. 

• Vegetation management laws and tree planting buyback schemes have seen a net 
gain of 5 ha of conserved lands and 19,000 trees. 

II.4.11 Renewable Energy Consumption and Production 
 
The Douglas Shire Council, along with its residents and corporations, acknowledges the be
nefits of renewable energy production and aim to develop and maintain use of these alterna
tive energy systems within the Shire.  

II.4.12 Southern Cassowary Conservation 
 
Southern Cassowary Conservation8 has been identified as a Community Specified Indictor 
for the Douglas Shire. The Douglas Shire is committed to protection and conservation of th
e Cassowary through initiatives such as risk identification and management strategies in or
der to overcome threats posed by human encroachment and feral animals. Douglas Shire 
Council is pro-active, along with other local organizations and groups, to preserve the Cass
owary population. Some of these actions include installation of interpretative signage, spee
d bumps and rumble strips to prevent fatalities; developing measures to prevent domestic a
nd feral animals introducing disease into the population. 

                                            
8 Report note: The cassowary is a protected Australian animal. 
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II.4.13 For Further Information on this Case Study  
 

• Community Name: Douglas Shire Council 
• Location: PO Box 357, MOSSMAN, QUEENSLAND, AUSTRALIA, 4873 
• Telephone: +(07) 4098 2599 
• Fax: + (07) 4098 2902 
• Email: Douglas@dsc.qld.gov.au  
• Contact: Mr Peter Muller 

II.4.14 Further Information on Eco-Tourism Standards in Australia 
and Other Countries   
 

• Australian Government Department of Industry Tourism and Resources, Tourism 
and Conservation Partnerships, including information about funding initiatives for 
eco tourism: 

 
http://www.industry.gov.au/content/itrinternet/cmscontent.cfm?objectID=86473DF7-
65BF-4956-B6D70E9AC47F782D

 
• Ecotourism in Australia, particularly in relation to accreditation: 

 
            http://www.ecotourism.org.au/eco_certification.asp
 

• Examples of accredited ecotourism development in Australia and other countries: 
 

http://www.seefraserisland.com/opp/fia/king/king.html
 

http://www.daintreewildernesslodge.com.au/
 

http://www.destinationqueensland.com/tq.cfm?pageID=51
 

http://www.greenglobe21.com/Casestudies.aspx   
   

http://www.tq.com.au/tq_com/index.cfm?3C9D5748-EB6B-B736-832C-F870F2996
23B  

 
• Information about the structure of an organization which focuses on fostering con-

servation of natural heritage, and an example of a useful support agency for im-
plementation and ongoing management of ecotourism initiatives: 

 
http://www.interpretationaustralia.asn.au/
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PART III: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
 
Part III provides background information on the Roundtable Forum and on Jeonbuk prov-
ince and Saemangeum.  It contains the following sections:    
 
 
Section III.1 List of Participants  

Section III.2 Program 
 

Section III.3 Background Information on Jeonbuk Province 

Section III.4 Background Information on the Saemangeum Project  
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III.1 List of Participants  

III.1.1 International Participants  
 
Name Affiliation 

 
Carole Brookins International Consultant; Former U.S. Executive Director, the World 

Bank Group, Washington, D.C.; Former Chair and CEO, World 
Perspectives, Inc., Washington, D.C. 
 

Terry Byrnes Treasurer and Former President, PRCUD; Managing Director, 
Byrnes and Associates, Sydney; Vice President, Environmental and 
Planning Law Association 
 

Cor Dijkgraaf President, PRCUD; Director, Urban Solutions, Rotterdam; Former 
Director, Institute for Housing and Urban Development Studies, 
Rotterdam 
 

David Dowall Professor, Department of City and Regional Planning, UC Berkeley; 
Director, Institute of Urban and Regional Development, UC Berkeley
 

Roel den Dunnen Director, RODUN Consulting; Former Secretary-General, Ministry of 
Housing, Spatial Planning and Environment, the Netherlands; For-
mer Vice Mayor, City of Rotterdam 
 

Yiu-Kwan Fan Vice-President (Development), Hong-Kong Baptist University, Hong 
Kong 
 

Schulze Freyberg Managing Director/POLZUG Gmbh, Hamburg, Germany 
 

Eric Heikkila Executive Secretary and Co-founder, PRCUD; Professor, School of 
Policy, Planning and Development (SPPD), University of Southern 
California; Director, SPPD International Initiative  
 

Geoffrey Hewings Professor, Urban and Regional Planning, University of Illinois 
 

Richard Little Director, Kenston Institute for Infrastructure, University of Southern 
California; Marshall School of Business, University of Southern 
California 
 

Paul Rabe Consultant, urban management, Phnom Penh; Candidate, Doctor of 
Planning and Development Studies, School of Policy, Planning and 
Development, University of Southern California 
 

Narelle Sonter Principal, Narelle Sonter Botanica, landscape and horticultural 
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consultants, Sydney 
 

Robert Stimson Professor, Geography, Planning and Architecture School, University 
of Queensland; Former President, PRCUD 
 

Koichi Sunada Professor, Faculty of Design, Kyushu University;  Project Director, 
21st Century CEO Program for Humanization of Technology; Coor-
dinator, Business-Academic-Public Sector Cooperation, Ministry of 
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology, Japan 
 

Kit Weddle CEO, Land Development International, Tokyo and London 
 

 

III.1.2 Korea-Based Participants  
 
Name Affiliation 

 
Byung-Sun Chai Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Pyong-Kwon Chang  Professor, Howon University 

Jae-Seong Cho Professor, Wonkwang University 

Ji-Yong Choi Research Fellow, Korea Environment Institute 

Soo Choi Director, Environment and Public Health, Jeonbuk province 

Sang-Hyun Chun Ph.D Candidate, University of California at Berkeley 

Paul-Gene Chung Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Young-Sook Eom Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Kye-Soo Hahn Deputy Governor, Jeonbuk province 

Yeong-Joo Hahn President, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

Dong-Ho Han Professor, Woosuk University 

Wuk-Hee Hong President, Semin Environment Institute 

Ho-Man Hwang Professor, Kunsan National University 

Jong-Kwon Joo Director, Saemangeum Development Support, Jeonbuk province 
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Name Affiliation 
 

In-Jae Kang Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Bo-Guk Kim Visiting Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

Gab-Ryong Kim Professor, Jeonju University 

Hyun-Ah Kim Research Fellow, Construction and Economy Research Institute 

Jin-Seok Kim Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

Yong-Hwan Kim Professor, Howon University 

Sang-Sun Ko Professor, Jeonju University 

Cha-Mun Koo Professor, Handong University 

Dong-Heui Kwak Professor, Seonam University 

Chul-Sik Lee Professor, Chungnam National University 

Dong-Gi Lee Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

In-Jae Lee Director, Culture and Tourism, Jeonbuk province 

Jae-Yung Lee Vice-President, Korea Engineering Consultants Corporation 

Jong-Chul Lee Research Fellow, Research Institute of Peace Studies 

Ho-Young Lee Korea Representative, Port of Hamburg, Germany 

Kang-Jin Lee Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute  

Sang-Ho Lee Professor, Kunsan National University 

Tae-Il Lee President, Chungbuk Development Institute 

Yang-Jae Lee Professor, Wonkwang University 

Jae-Hwan Lim Professor, Chungnam National University 

Yong-Taek Lim Professor, Jeonju University 

Sang-Kyun Na Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

76 



Final Report □ PRCUD Roundtable, Jeonbuk, Korea □ 30 October – 2 November 2005 
 

Name Affiliation 
 

Young-Tae Ohn Professor, Kyunghee University 

Hyoung-Chang Park Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

Jung-Keun Park Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Ro-Kyung Park Professor, Chosun University 

Sam-Ock Park Professor, Seoul National University 

Woo-Suh Park Professor, Yonsei University 

Young-Chul Park Professor, Wonkwang University 

Jae-Yung Ryu Research Fellow, Korea Research Institute for Human Settlements

Jae-Gwon Son Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Hae-An Song Professor, Jeonju University 

Jae-Bock Song Professor, Howon University 

Seoung-Hwan Suh Professor, Yonsei University 

Ki-Man Sung Research Fellow, Jeonbuk Development Institute 

Ki-Tae Sung President, Family Life Company Ltd. 

Chan-Hee Won Professor, Chonbuk National University 

Jae-Sam Yang Professor, Kunsan University 

Hyang-Keun Yim Professor, Wonkwang University 
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III.2 Program  
 
October 30 (Sun) Pre-Conference : Visit Saemangeum Site 

 
►09:00 - 17:00 Field Trip to Saemangeum Land Reclamation Site 

►18:30 - 20:30 Welcoming Reception at Jeonju Traditional Culture Center 

 
October 31 (Mon) Opening Ceremony and Roundtable Sessions 1-2 

 
►09:00 -10:00 Registration 

Opening Address 
Yeong-Joo Hahn (President, Jeonbuk Development Institute) 
Presidential Address  
Cor Dijkgraaf (President, PRCUD) 
Welcoming Address 
Kye-Soo Hahn (Deputy Governor, Jeonbuk province) 
Keynote Speech: Odyssey or Oddity? 
Roel Den Dunnen (Former Secretary-General, Ministry of Housing, 
Spatial Planning and Environment, the Netherlands) 

►10:00 - 11:30 

Introduction to Forum 
Eric Heikkila (Executive Secretary, PRCUD) 

►11:30 - 13:30 Luncheon and Photo Session 

Roundtable Session 1  
Jeonbuk and Saemangeum in the Northeast Asia Context 

• Chair: Eric Heikkila (Executive Secretary, PRCUD) 

►13:30 - 15:30 

• Chair: Hyang-Keun Yim (Professor, Wonkwang University) 

►15:30 - 15: 50 Coffee Break 

Roundtable Session 2 
Saemangeum in the Context of Regional Development in Korea 

• Chair: Geoffrey Hewings (Professor, University of Illinois) 

►15:50 - 17:50 

• Chair: Sam-Ouk Park (Professor, Seoul National University) 
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►18:30 - 20:30 Dinner and traditional art performance of Jeonbuk province 
Hosted by: Hyon-Wook Kang (Governor, Jeonbuk province)  

 
November 1 (Tue) Roundtable Sessions 3-4 

 
Roundtable Session 3  
Master planning for Saemangeum 

• Chair: Robert Stimson (Professor, University of Queensland) 

►10:00 - 12:00 

• Chair: Young-Tae Ohn (Professor, Kyunghee University) 

►12:00 -13:00 Luncheon 

Roundtable Session 4  
Investment and Financing 

• Chair: Carole Brookins (Former US Executive Director, 
World Bank) 

►13:00 - 15:00 

• Chair: Young-Sook Eom (Professor, Chonbuk University) 

► 15:30  PRCUD Board of Directors Meeting 

 
November 2 (Wed)   Conclusion and Closing  

Concluding Roundtable Session  

• Chair: Cor Dijkgraaf (President, PRCUD) 

►10:00 - 11:30 

• Chair: Kye-Soo Hahn (Deputy Governor, Jeonbuk province) 

►11:30 - 12:00 Closing Ceremony 

 

 
 

 

79 



Final Report □ PRCUD Roundtable, Jeonbuk, Korea □ 30 October – 2 November 2005 
 

III.3 Background Information on Jeonbuk Province 
 
Source: Adapted from background materials for PRCUD 2005 Roundtable Forum. 
 
 

Jeonbuk province (also known as “Jeollabuk-do”) is located in the 
southwestern part of the Korean peninsula, at a distance of 240 
km from Seoul, or roughly 3 hours from Seoul by car on one of 
the main branches of the north-south highway.   
 
The population of Jeonbuk is approximately 2 million, which is 
about 3% of the total South Korean population, even though the 
province makes up 8.1% of the national land mass.   

III.3.1 A Rich Agricultural Heritage  
 
Jeonbuk has traditionally been an agricultural region of Korea.  
The rolling Honam Plains produce some of the best rice in the 
peninsula.  Annual rice production is about 860 tons, which is 

15.2% of the national figure. The climate in the province's eastern area provides an ideal 
growing environment for a wide rage of high-quality vegetables, fruits and herbs.  
 
About 21% of the population works in agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and related sectors.  
Fifty-eight percent of the province’s land area is covered with forest, while 29% is devoted to 
agriculture.   

III.3.2 Industry and Trade  
 
Industrial development lags behind other areas of the country, but the province is trying to 
catch up by focusing on emerging industries, particularly the motor industry and 
bio-engineering. Hyundai and Daewoo Motors built production factories in Jeonbuk in the 
mid-1990s.  The province is aiming to become one of the motor industry hubs in Korea.  In 
bio-engineering, the province is aiming to become a hub for X-ray related technological 
industries, including medicine, biology, new material development, and the environmental 
industries, revolving around a recently built state-of-the-art X-ray research centre.   
 
In addition, there are 12 industrial zones in the region, which have been serving as a driving 
force to create a better business environment for foreign investors. In particular, 129 acres of 
the Gun-Jang National Industrial Zone will soon be designated as a Free Trade Zone.  Since 
1991, the export growth rate of Jeonbuk province has surpassed the national average. While 
major exports in the 1970s were agricultural products and textiles, starting in the 1990s, 
exports have included more value-added products, such as automobiles, electrical and 
electronic products, paper and paper board, chemicals, machinery, and metals.  
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III.4 Background Information on the Saemangeum Project 
 
Source: Adapted from background materials for PRCUD 2005 Roundtable Forum. 

III.4.1 Overview of the Saemangeum Tidal Reclamation Project  
 
The Saemangeum Tidal Reclamation Project (“The Saemangeum Project”) is designed to 
block 40,100 ha of the estuary of the Mangyeong and Dongjin rivers in the province of Jeon
buk with a tidal embankment, in order to reclaim 28,300 ha of land and create 11,800 ha of 
freshwater lake.   
 
The project was planned to tackle the problem of declining land for agricultural farming, by 
ensuring new farming areas, and to help alleviate water shortages, by creating a freshwater
 lake that can annually provide 1 billion tons of water resources.  In addition, the project wa
s designed to boost economic development in the Jeonbuk area of Korea—one of the coun
try’s traditional lagging areas.   
 
The Project was initiated with the expectation that the construction of the tidal embankment
 would not only prevent chronic damage to 12,000 ha of low-lying agricultural lands and red
uce the cost of water drainage (KRW 456 billion), but also improve overland transportation 
(66 km) and create significant employment opportunities during the project period to develo
p local areas as a world-class tourism site (attracting over 2 million tourists a year) adjacent
 to spectacular natural environments.  
 
Planned land uses for the reclaimed lands include agriculture (17,950 ha), gardening (2,50
0 ha), fish farms for saltwater fish and freshwater fish (2,000 ha), rural cities (800 ha), roads
 and other infrastructure (5,050 ha).  
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III.4.2 Outline of the Saemangeum Project  
 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF), in charge of supervising the Saemangeum 
Project, confirmed the basic plan of the Saemangeum Project on 6  November 1989, after 
consultations with related organizations. The Ministry announced that the Saemangeum Pr
oject would result in the production of new lands, the development of water resources and t
he creation of alternative farmlands as well as pleasant farming and fishing villages.  
 

 

Key Infrastructure 
 
The Saemangeum Project will involve the construction of 8 tidal embankments (32.8 km), 2
 sluice gates (470.4 m), 6 sea dikes (138.3km), 13 drainage facilities, as well as 320 km of 
drainage ditch/irrigation channels.  

Project Cost 
 
The total cost of the Saemangeum Project is expected to reach KRW 3. 4756 trillion, includi
ng KRW 2.1604 trillion for “outer facilities” (KRW 1.6988 trillion for the tidal embankment, a
nd KRW 461.6 billion for compensation to fishermen) and KRW 1.3152 trillion for “internal d
evelopment”.  

Project Period  
 

• Construction of the outer walls of the tidal embankment is planned to take place dur
ing 1991-2006. 

• Reclamation of the internal areas is planned to take place during 2007-2011.  

Organizations in charge of Saemangeum Project  
 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery at
 the time of establishing the basic plan) and the Korea Agricultural and Rural Infrastructure 
Corporation (then Agriculture Promotion Corporation) are in charge of management and im
plementation of the Saemangeum Project, respectively, while Jeonbuk province is to purch
ase the lands required for the Project and provide compensations for the fishing rights. 
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III.4.3 Current Progress  
 
At present, construction of the tidal embankments is ongoing. The first embankment was co
mpleted in December 1998, and the road on the embankment has recently been completed
.  Approximately 2.7 km of roadway on the second embankment is opened (1.1km for Secti
on 1 and 1.6km for Section 2), and construction to block water for the other sections are co
mpleted. Reinforcement work, including piling up soil and attaching rocks, is being done to 
those sections where the blockage of water was completed. Work is underway on the third 
and fourth tidal embankments.  
 
Two sluice gates, in Garyeok and Sinsi Island, are planned to control water volumes and th
e water level of the freshwater lake. The sluice gate in Garyeok was completed in Decembe
r 2003, and construction is underway on the sluice gate in Sinsi.  
 
Once the construction of the tidal embankments is completed, deliberations will take place 
on the purpose of the lands to be created by the development of the internal areas. Though
 the basic plan of the Saemangeum project states that the lands are to be used for agricult
ural farming to increase food production, opinions are in fact divided over the planned land 
uses. 
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III.4.4 Initiation of the Saemangeum Project  

Project Plan  
 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry transformed the reclamation project into a compreh
ensive development project, and established a plan to integrate the reclamation project for 
three districts (Gimje, Okgu, Buan) into one project (Buan comprehensive project) to devel
op the fishing and farming areas of Buan district.  
 

 
 
A Plan to turn Gimje, Okgu and Buan Districts into the Buan comprehensive project was lat
er advanced into the reclamation plan for the West Sea.  MAF announced on 12 May 1987 
a plan to carry out the Saemangeum reclamation project (initially called the ‘West Coast re-
clamation project ’).  
 
With an investment of KRW 820 billion, the West Coast reclamation project involved the co-
nstruction of 34 km of tidal embankment connecting an outer port of Gunsan to Osik Island,
Gogunsan archipelago, Gyeohaw Island, and Daehang- ri, Byeonsan-myeon, Buan, in orde
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r to create a total 42,000 ha of reclaimed land. This West Coast reclamation project was lat
er referred to as the Saemangeum project. 
 
The industrialization policy of the 1960s was led by the central government, demonstrating 
monopolistic and top-down approaches based on the ‘unbalanced growth theory’ that did n
ot consider ‘decentralization’ or ‘balanced development’.  
 
In this context, the Saemangeum project was seen as a valuable opportunity to usher in de
velopment for the West coast of Korea, and to help Jeonbuk province make a leap toward 
significant development.  

III.4.5 Project Initiation  

Political Background  
 
On 10 December 1987, the then-presidential candidate, Rho Tae-woo, in his election camp
aign in Gunsan, made a pledge to actively proceed with the Saemangeum project and anno
unced that the Saemangeum reclamation project would include the Imhyea Yeo industrial c
omplex, an agricultural complex, a livestock farming/gardening complex, as well as rural cit
ies.  
 
To uphold the election pledge of Roh Tae-woo, MAF officially announced on 11 December 
1987, a few days before the election, that the government would plan to pursue the Saema
ngeum project. The details of the project were announced as follows:  
 

• The total cost of the project would be KRW 970 billion (480 billion for tidal embankm
ents and 490 billion for internal development);  

• 34 km of tide embankments would be constructed by 1996; and  
• Through internal development by 2000, agricultural lands (26,000 ha), fish farms (2,

000 ha), rural cities (1,000 ha), and freshwater lake (13,000 ha) would be created.  
 
Meanwhile, the two other candidates for the 13th presidential election, Kim Young-sam and 
Kim Dae-jung, also presented the Saemangeum project as their election promise. After Roh
 Tae-woo won the election, the Saemangeum project was officially launched as a governme
nt project. 

Project Initiation  
 
It was Kim Dae-Jung, the then leader of the Shinmin Party, who did the groundbreaking of t
he Saemangeum project on 28 November 1991. Mr. Kim visited the areas designated for th
e tidal embankments in Byeonsan myon, Buan and got a briefing by the then president of t
he Agriculture Promotion Corporation about the Saemangeum project. In a meeting held on
 16 July 1991 between the leader of ruling and opposition party, Mr. Kim strongly urged Pre
sident Ro Tae-woo to allocate a budget for the Saemangeum project. President Ro accepte
d the proposal and thus KRW 20 billion was allotted in the revised supplementary budget fo
r that year.  
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President Ro expressed his intention to complete the internal developments by 2004 and t
o  carry out a comprehensive plan to construct an industrial complex (Saemangeum Imhye
a industrial complex), a port (Saemangeum international port, with a 50 million ton of steve
doring capacity annually), agricultural/fishing complex, and tourism facilities, in order to dev
elop the Saemangeum areas as the gate of West coast. 

III.4.6 Saemangeum Project Timeline 
 
Key milestones in the development of the Saemangeum project are summarized below.  
 
1972 An IBRD research team evaluates the economic feasibility of a project pl

an to develop agriculture of Okseo district.  
 

Nov. 6, 1989 The basic plan of Saemangeum project is confirmed. Consultations with r
elated organizations are completed.  
 

July 16, 1991 In a meeting between the leaders of the ruling and opposition parties, Ki
m Dae-jung, the leader of Shinmin party, demands that President Ro to al
locates a budget for the Saemangeum project  
 

July 22, 1991 KRW 20 billion is provided for the Saemangeum project.  
 

Aug 13,1991 The plan for Saemangeum project is confirmed and announced. 
 

Nov. 28,1991 Ground-breaking ceremony for Saemangeum project. President Ro expr
esses his intention to complete the internal development by 2004 and car
ry out the comprehensive plan to construct and industrial complex (Saem
angeum Imhyea industrial complex); the port (Saemangeum international
 port with a 50 million ton of stevedoring capacity annually); an agricultur
al/fishing complex; and tourism facilities, in order to develop the Saeman
geum areas as the gateway to the West coast.  
 

Oct. 29,1992 Kim Yeong-sam, the then leader of Minja Party, visits Jeonbuk province t
o attend at the Minja party convention held to seek victory in the presiden
tial election, where he promises to actively carry out the Saemangeum pr
oject.  
 

Jan.31, 1998 Jeonbuk Province requests the government to designate the reclaimed la
nds inside Saemangeum as a free investment zone, in order to attract for
eign companies. 
 

Sep.9, 1999 Jeonbuk Province announces a plan to create a natural ecology park in t
he Mangyeong river.  
 

Oct.26, 2000 President Kim Dae-jung, during his visit to Jeonbuk Province, promises t
o lay a foundation for local development by developing Gunsan.   
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June 5, 2003 In his decision on the Saemangeum project, President Roh Moo-hyun ex

presses his position that the project should continue, but that its current p
urpose for agricultural farming should be reviewed.  
 

June 19, 2003 President Roh Moo-hyun says that the decision made by the previous ad
ministration, based on a 2-year joint Investigation between non-governme
ntal and governmental experts, cannot be reversed, and that the Saeman
geum project should continue as planned.  However, the plan to use land
s and issues regarding freshwater lake should be reviewed and discusse
d again. President Roh suggests forming a Saemangeum Special Commi
ttee.   
 

July 15, 2003 The Seoul Administrative Court decides to temporarily suspend the Saem
angeum project. Accepting an application for provisional disposition made
 by 3,058 people (from environment groups and local residents) over the 
damages done by the project to the environment, the Court gave a judgm
ent for the temporary suspension on the ground that alternative plans are
 not in place to improve the water quality in preparation for possible ineffe
ctiveness of the freshwater lake as a result of potential deteriorating wate
r quality.  
 

May 25, 2001 Prime minister Lee Han-dong presides over a coordination committee me
eting of water quality policy with ministers of related organizations and co
nfirms the consecutive development plan as government policy, as follow
s: first, completion of the tidal embankment, second, development of the 
Dongjin river, followed by the waters of the Mangyeong river (after the wa
ter quality of the Mangyeong river was evaluated to meet the target level)
. 
 

Sep.2, 2003 The Saemangeum Special Committee (5th meeting) forms a Sub-Commi
ttee and appoints Korea Research Institute for Human Settlements (KRI
HS) as an entity to establish the plan on comprehensive internal develop
ment. On 30 October 2003 KRIHS is entrusted with the Saemangeum pl
an for internal comprehensive development  
 

Nov.26,2003 In a meeting with local journalists of Jeonbuk province at the Blue House,
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 President Ro Mu-Hyeon says, “The Saemangeum project will not be sto
pped. Now, KRIHS is appointed as the entity to establish the plan on com
prehensive internal development, and the development will be initiated in 
accordance with the plan.”  
 

Nov. 27, 2003 With the Office for Government Policy Coordination (OPC) in full charge, 
the Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (MOMAF) and the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) fund services regarding the project, whi
le under the supervision of KRIHS, Korea Environment Institute (KEI), Ko
rea Rural Research Institute, Korea Maritime Institute (KMI), and Jeonbu
k Development Institute (JD) reached a joint agreement.  
 

July 9, 2004 President Ro Mu-Hyeon, during his visit to Gunsan expresses his positio
n, saying, “The internal development of Saemangeum will be in the way t
hat Jeonbuk wishes, and for the most beneficial result.”  
 

Feb.4, 2005 The Seoul Administrative Court rules in favor of the defendants of Saema
ngeum. Environmental groups continue their activities against the Saema
ngeum project, shifting their focus from the issue of water quality of the fr
eshwater lake to be created as a result of the project, to migratory birds, 
and to the subject of mudflats. The tidal embankments are over 90% com
pleted.  Residents in Jeonbuk province are willing to develop Saemangeu
m, and the government decides to continue the project.  Effective alternat
ive plans are not presented yet.  
 

Oct. 2005 An appeal is being lodged to the Higher Court. The final trial is planned f
or December 16th, 2005. 
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