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ABSTRACT

The goal of this research is to develop an evaluation method applying 'Green Management Index'
introduced by Korean government to assess overall Green management level of the industrial sector. The
method can help to grasp the present condition of Green management in Korea and analyze changes in
trend. For this research, business types are classified into 8 categories and each evaluation method is
developed according to each category. Green management evaluation was conducted in 2013, targeting
513 enterprises and the result was analyzed comparing that of 2011 to understand changes in trend.

The evaluation shows that 1) 'strategy and system' section is tentatively vulnerable than other sections,
2) industry with higher sensitivity towards regulations has higher score, 3) there is a significant gap
conducting green management between conglomerates and SMEs especially in 'system' section.

The total score was elevated by 3 points compared to 2011. It is considered that the elevation of score
was attributed to tightened regulations such as Target Management Scheme. Controlled Entities scored 4
points higher and 'GHG and environmental pollution' section increased by 10 points. Also, there is a
wide disparity in green management evaluation between controlled entities and non-controlled entities
from 5 points in 2011 to 10 points in 2013.

Key words : Green Management, Evaluation System, Green Management Index, Environmental Mana-

gement, Target Management System (TMS)
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Table 1. The green management index presented by Korean government

Theme (5) Sub-theme (15) Index (39)

Green management strategy / Vision / functions of the executive

policy making Strategies / detailed promotion plan

Development and improvement to progress of production

Green progress of production /

S development of green product
trategy .
& service Proportion of green product & service

Development and marketing for green product & service

Establishment of bylaws for green purchasing

Green purchasing / cooperation Proportion of green purchasing

Supply chain cooperation for green management

Responsibility & authority of green management department

Green management department / ; .
. . Education & training for green management
interdepartmental cooperation

Communication system for interdepartmental cooperation

System —
Monitoring system for green management performance

Performance analysis / ; ; B
. ‘y Execution of internal audit
internal audit

The executive review and implementation

Reduction activity for amount of water use

Improvement of water use - - - -
Efficiency improvement of water use (basic unit)

Replacement of raw materials / Replacement & reduction activity

reduction of raw material use Efficiency improvement of raw material use (basic unit)

Reduction activity for waste generation amount

Resources Improvement of waste : : : : :
Efficiency improvement of waste generation (basic unit)
/ energy resource use

Recycling rate of waste resource

Reduction activity for energy use

Improvement of energy use - - - -
Efficiency improvement of energy use (basic unit)

Renewable energy use or not

Renewable energy use -
Proportion of renewable energy use

Reduction activity for greenhouse gas

Greenhouse gas reduction Reduction efficiency improvement of greenhouse gas

Efficiency improvement of greenhouse gas emission (basic unit)

Monitoring system for environmental pollutant

Greenhouse gas

/ environmental Environmental pollutant Air pollutant emissions (basic unit)

pollution reduction Water pollutant emissions (basic unit)

Management system for noise/oscillation/odor

Harmful chemical Reduction activity for harmful chemical substance

substance management Efficiency improvement of harmful chemical substance (basic unit)

Public disclosure of green management

Public disclosure — —
Publication of sustainability report

Social / ethical :
Environmental law observance

responsibility -
Law observance Law observance related product service & supply

Violation of law / stakeholders engagement
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Fig. 1. The demonstration evaluation result by green management index.
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Table 2. The classification of evaluation types (A~H) by business characteristics
Business classification
Classification by the characteristics of company Type
Category Sub- Sub-sub-
Final Energy using product Electric and electronic, semiconductor(display), etc,. A
consumption
. good Non-energy using product Food, chemical, textile, furniture, medicine, etc,. B
Manufacturing
industry E intensive indust Iron & steel, petroleum refining, petrochemical c
nergy intensive indus
Component/ & v products, cement, etc.
material

The others Machinery, non-ferrous metal, chemical, etc.

Non-manufac-
turing Industry

Construction

Transportation, distribution

Electricity generation

T | Q| ™| m|J

Waste treatment
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Green Management Index = E w; E Y;

i=1 j=1
(1)
I - sector
J - sub-sector
Y - score of indicator in sub-sector

W - sectoral weights

Table 3. The importance analysis result of green management indexes by evaluation types (A~H)

Type A B C D E F G H
Essential item 20 20 23 10 20 20 35 25
Major item 39 36 31 8 12 12 21 29
General item 4 7 9 45 19 19 7 9
N/A item - - - - 12 12 - -
Total 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63
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Table 4. The characteristics and sectoral weights of each evaluation type (A~H)

Type

Business classification

Sectoral weights (%)*

Category

Sub-

Sub-sub-

STR*

SYS*

IN*

OuT*

SR*

Characteristics and differentiation

Manu-

facturing

Final
consu-
mption
goods

Energy using
products

25

20

30

10

Focused on raw materials management, con-
dition of department related green manage-
ment, supply chain management, eco-design,
harmful chemical substance, unctions of the
executive, etc.

Non-energy
using products

35

20

25

10

Focused on strategies(participation of emplo-
yees, green products, certification, education
support for the cooperative firms), condition of
department related green management, wast

and greenhouse gas management, etc.

Com-
ponent/
Mate-
rial

Energy-inten-
sive industries

25

30

30

10

Given different weight for absolute quantity
about energy use, greenhouse gas emission;
because they are too high compared to other
business types.

The others

25

25

30

Focused on general factors and 'Social/Ethical
responsibility’ condition is excepted; because
they are almost Small-medium sized com-
panies.

Non-
manu-

facturing

Construction

35

20

20

10

Focused on waste, energy and harmful che-
mical substance management and stakeholders
engagement. Excepted green product and pro-
duction process; because they have low rela-
tions to green management in terms of busi-

ness type.

Transportation,

distribution

30

25

25

10

Focused on functions of the executive and
energy use; because energy management in the-
se business type becomes more important than
before, and in order to introduce management
system the executive willing is the most
significant point.

Electricity generation

20

20

25

25

10

Focused on energy mix including renewable
energy and efficiency improvement of energy

use (basic unit).

Waste treatment

25

10

30

20

10

Focused on consideration of recycling system
such as landfill gas, awareness of employees
and executives, violation of environmental laws,
etc.

* STR(Strategy), SYS(System), IN(Resources/energy), OUT(Greenhouse gas/environmental pollution), SR(Social/ethical res-
ponsibility).
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Table 5. The evaluation result of green management level 2013
Th Strat Svst Resource GHG / environmental Social/ Total
eme rateey ysiem /energy pollution ethical responsibility o
Score 43 44 52 49 56 48
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Fig. 2. The evaluation result of green management level by business type.
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Fig. 3. The sectoral evaluation result of green management level by business type.
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Fig. 4. The evaluation result of green management level by company scale.
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Table 6. The evaluation result of classified by the existence of department related green management

Company Ratio (%) Score
w/ both environment and energy department 33 61
w/ environment department 23 47
w/ energy department 3 41
w/o complete charge department 41 38

Table 7. The evaluation result classified by the certification related to green management

Classification Ratio(%) Score(score)
ISO 140001
w/ certification 54 56
w/o certification 46 39
Differences - 17
Environmental labelling
w/ acquisition 31 59
w/o acquisition 69 51
Differences - 8
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Table 8. The status of companies surveyed by year
Classification 2011 2013
Target of the overall evaluations 344 518
Large 190 228(119%)
Business scale
Small and medium 154 290(50%)
Target management company 168 169
Target management
Non-target management company 176 349
Final Energy using product A 54 73
consumption
Manu- good Non-energy using product B 59 83
facturing
Component Energy-intensitive industry C 71 43
. . /material
Classification materia The others D 15 85
Construction E 48 80
Non- Transportation, distribution F 27 83
manu-
facturing Electricity generation G 39 30
Waste treatment H 31 41
* Target management company.
70 - 70 - ) )
2011 (344 enterprises) u 2013 (518 enterprises) = 2011 (102 enterprises) =2013 (102 enterprises)
57
55
53
52 52
50 8 50 49 49
0 . N » Large company Small and medium—-sized Average
Large company Small ar: mmpe::;m—szed Average company
(a) Total (b) 102 companies
Fig. 5. The result comparison from 2011, 2013.
Table 9. The sectoral result comparison of green management level between 2011 and 2013
R GHG Social
Year Strategy System /esource /environmental /ethical Totality
ener;
& pollution responsibility
2011 48 57 59 52 64 54
2013 51 55 61 62 64 58
Differences 3 2 2 10 - 4
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