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ABSTRACT

In 1992, the United Nations reached a consensus about sustainable development to avert ecological crises such
as climate change. Thereafter, the UN has strongly recommended ‘Local Agenda 21’ at the level of municipalities
to solve global environmental problems. In this situation, Korea is regarded as a pioneer because it established the
local agenda in advance of other countries. However, there have been few qualitative evaluations of a sustainable
system for local agenda 21, while the sustainability of municipalities has been assessed quantitatively many times.
In this context, this study attempted to qualitatively evaluate the sustainable scheme of local agenda 21 targeting
the metropolitan cities in Korea. To accomplish the purpose, this study adopted an analytic framework consisting
of three sectors: contents, procedure, and evaluation of agenda. The analysis result showed that Gwangju ranked
first in sustainability, followed by Incheon, Ulsan, Daegu, Busan, and Daejeon. In conclusion, this study suggested
policy implications to strengthen Korean sustainability nationally and locally.
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A7t FA] 510 Slgollit= Akt s 23R 71 e
TAE aidsl] f18ll, ‘A&7 (sustainable development)’
ujEf XA AYARE Q1T T HxaE A4gE
= QISltt o] A9 X|&7Fe Aol thet eejrt o]Foizl A
oA, AA Zt=1=2 o]& Adshr] 5 @FOEA XH9]
TR ZFxstaL Stk ok HAALE] 9] Ao Tigh
A AFHom ARkl x|HqHo=m PEsfet (think
globally, act locally)’= &S24 E3al 47 olsiE 4= At
5, 7|5t A SEAIE s flsliAle Al
HI=2] Qo] o] FojR| = R|HoA e W7} o]0
AoF ghch= Aot} (Oh, 2016).
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o|AY AAA mR] AR (ke o A&7k
o thgt A1S] TS == utell qlek 1= s 5714
¢l Apo] A|&7FsAdel thgh H7HRTE ofu 2k ARA| 2kl
o] /dutoll thgt H7F Aol theFstAl HaE L Ut} (Kim
and Moon, 2009; Kang et al., 2012). T2 X9t 2} 2] & 9]
A&E7Fs/de "tk ARdL FAHQL AR o
gt B7e}t ks A= o] FofA|A] o oItk &, A
WojA21e] 9 1y, g, o A1} 55 AAR = F
7kt A= FotEy] jl= AAgolrh

oo & =ZolA= 715 Et ZAIE sidst A4 A
A AFOIAR1 A A O] A&7 e B7FskalA) gtk
FAH SR ot FAAE ez AoA219] X477t
/9= B7Ke Aojehh olefdh At A& THA|AL & =7
O] 2%ollAe 7IgHslehs Welstol] A&rksEdat A
OJAR19] 7ig 9 oJofof thsf 1HeFs] A F, =joll A <]
218 AE Agstala) gtk thao = 37l A= AHoA|
21 FRAA ) X|&7Fs2d B7F B AP Aol viRt HE
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A AR3l9] o] 71| SHEA] SollAE 7] HI= <l
7o A&7MsdE Hdthe 7P 83 ol duE
ek olefgh R rdst F42 18961 A9Rle] vfakael
2nbg| oL S (Svante A. Arrhenius)o]l 2J8] 7] % o]
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AlepebaR QIgH 2|t Hat7]20] S =
SRk AN GAZARAEE S o] gt At ts}
7h AZSHAl A=A = QAT o] 1960 0f| 2
(Charles D. Keeling)o] sfe}ojofA] o)AlslErs w5
o, S7F 9 HIlE o] tiet TS EEEsHHA Al
slof| o3t =o7F 2A45HE7] AZRIt (Yamamoto and
Purojekuto, 2006).

o|F A= t7] T 24A7Es FEE PYSAY
7] 98l B =g 71 iek 71k SRl t the
oke] Fa/do] FAFe® QIAE ARE 1979d0]qict 11
ol A=E AL AA7Z| 5] oA HeAEL: A2
SkE ARt AR Ay 1A Qo] A ke
AT 4= = 715H8kE v AISskar APde] ®Alsok
Sths A7 s ok 2apA o= 1988\ o= AlAI7]
371t FARE AR o Qs A|Redste] fde A
Ao wehsly] I3k AiE £AC® 7| SHIlof Rt AH
7t &9JA] (IPCC: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change)’7} A €] glt}. 0]% [PCCE= 1990 0] Zh= A5
Aw7ke] AEE Az A WA B7E0AE EEglon, 7t
A} 27191 20141d0)= 57 BA7H] 7k Abeoltt (Oh
and Jin, 2016).

ol2|gt WA o] HES EdlE A= 73S}
s ke 2AA 0z =5ty AR 19909 29
2 AdutellA G- ARAE A7 1300l A= Al dE}
£ ddshr] I3t sAF el atE ]Itk ol 13771=9]
F} AT slgo] Ao, o5 Eri® H 74| 3
& AZlo] midd 4= Ql8l). A& &9, 7Rzt gt ¢l
ol 98, =7hd 359 APEstE A, ==l
APY el 5ol o] A Qleh AupA oz AALE] o
A At A7 2420 R =0%7] ARRIE 1972
W AEEF 3]9] o]% 209 hofl Z2|E 1992 2]-9-3] 29
A 715 sl ofo] Afeld 4 QIlTt (Lim, 2018).
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o vl Ate] B85 siAle HiEA] Lol iz 7] %
2}k ZAolet (Jin, 2007).

2.2 7|=Hst EHM0IM XIXtHI2] gt

71 FRistehs A9 P EAle SR = FdHE &
Aol A FEEt ofuet 2AVAE S| fl% A
9] g5o] tieks] T eyl gltk 53] A= oy
A 4|9 FA|ofA} 2A7EA0) HiEHY Bt of e}
o] AAA FaRtehs SHOA Fagt oulg Adr)2
A 715H8t 39 =8 YAEA Ao T2
Al 70 SYRFE SHeE s 7| GA
F3ollA A AR TR QIS Aot o] % A
o) cloret WoEe] ATeutehE U] et e A
o x}ojjA Zegstal @t (Jin and Hwang, 2009; Koh,
2018).

oAE =9, AIA AFAA A 0] AdA = = ST A
B} 2Fodsl= ‘o]Zd| o] (ICLEL International Council for
Local Environmental Initiatives)’= ‘T=A|7|ZR & (CCP:
Cities for Climate Protection)’ 74912 S3l4] x| Ho] 241
7k WSS Sol7] flal k=gsta glow, A= 7St
H& HEHAE o 8aliAl thefet A3 X Br7PRe Als
star Qlek AR ol d|ole wl=at iyt ARe) T
% 351g0] 7151s}t AIE sdsr] Sl =9 T4 vt
Solxl FYAle= AAH onj YL qlck. o]gt o]F
glo]9] =82 2005 o] 7H2|E 7] S} EA] SR Ol
A T7] R3] e AlA AR A=A A o Fo
4 ASltE PRI 2 f™oU Ale 2 tiEAlE0] A
T-2d3tol iRt Ml 7HA AL AR =A] 715 2T
1% (C40 Cities Climate leadership group)’ = A|WAE X}
o] 7] FRs} S-S Asfsl7] Sfat i Aol FEe
B2 7|53l 542l FdRe WR, S0 T
0] FARAY AAA| 2FdolA] g4 wiEd AAE A
AlBH= XY EE ER5k= A&to|tt (Jin and Hwang, 2009;
Jin, 2010; Koh, 2010; Kim et al., 2019).

olgt Wetsto] gk FRE 20065 E SHEHE T
o7 2AA|0] 7| ¢RIt gl EAH 08 AU AR
o} o] 2007 0] L3R AR} 7] SR s SR ol A=
TS Aol FES Aelslr] fsl ARA 7SSk o

ox,
flo
=

=0

AE W JEsAchs tgol maE 4 qlglch 59
R A 715 theE FAAIH: BEE 7}
A3 2008714 879] 715} g AMEAS AR
o glck. E3k 1674 3 AR )tk SaAE), 4
3} A AR AUBS Wk ol AXEH ] 24

b i Vgl BEE AFE AFSFEI ol (in and
Hwang, 2009; 2012; Koh, 2018).

2.3 X&7ISEH ol MAZM X|H2|w|21

7] §18t 8141 A=A A2l diak Palo] o A
oA, olefet BE GAsk| sl 7 F83t ofd d
7heE] sh7t vEE AFOfAR otk of 7| A ke AE]
A21& AR F A&7 Fs e 2235 flsf AR A
o] WEAPolnl, 7 Aele] AA| - Al - 8L B
o= ushe A ZrIaolelar o 4= Qlrk ofef ¥
A1 19929 AR ARFAS AP mEE 5
we s m2aUE SolA Aweio] 7% Fasht
T RS FEgh olF fo AL A7
o] 29 Ade Aty f1all, 199697HA] AAHAIE &
Hom AP Aehes s Ausslc 19974
3} 200241 5 Aol 2R olZeole] 24} Aol njz,
AFejA210] Frofshes ARIE 6471 1,800997 A<
oA 1137]= 6,400017]] A]Coz= Shef=Qlrfal jhr} (Cha,
2008; ICLEL 2012; Kim et al., 2019).

o] 20020l= ‘AIAl A&7 S o] Hoks
aspi2m oA ALE o] Sl 2ol gl
H A&7 =3k A A 109 529 AaE
B7Kel7] gfet 2ale AU w Qgick T2l 201260 A
Al A&7 3971 el ulAbdo] ol A ThA] 712 =81
o, o] 3loj= U P20’ R Bk FA| Z3oA=
201590 SHEES APHEALEE (MDGs: Millennium
Development Goals)'S thA|sh= 7jg o2 ‘X|&7lsaE
3 (SDGs: Sustainable Development Goals)’o]] Tt 1937]=+
O] groj7} o] Fold 4= QSltk o|2H ABAAIE ez
AR o] ARAALREA M R T
51 b o} o] B Mol s 174e] A4
AExZ SAE Zlolt) (Oh, 2016; Lim, 2018).

2) FUOE A e 2Asks FHRT ohiet /1T a7k BYSHE BFORA A A A
| Fuent oheh, ghtsh 2 HAe) Solehe BHAN A2

Ay sl olo] XA E T F-oF A Fe] A 2
ok Bt AgkE o] FojA 1 YT} (Koh, 2017; 2018).
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o|FA =H - M-Sk A&7 U RS (SDGs) 7HT|
715zt gt o8 o] 139 E3fol| AAENE
AER FasHA =L gty IgANE 71$ sk tE
3o}t FEEE HNY] S EATY oYl ARES A
29| A, 4k #h3, #H7)E wiE 22 ofy] 7HA] ks
o] T4 At Syte] glt. o]of] UNFCCC AR 7|
S} o] 131 H3xof|vt H9hEl= A2 ofm, thE o]
SN 123671415179 F3xe} AAIIA 24
wlojAjof ghthal 7%k vl Qlek o] A Y 7| SHate} 2|<&57}
T e RS AYaL ot (Kim et al, 2019).

ol A&7 L] B o gA xejA)1) of
gt =9= FUollAE 199495 EAZ o= A2k 4= 9l
k. Aol F=r WAILE A K= K| eHE 3]
9] (Global Forum)' & A7isk= 4=2] ¥afo] A&olA
N ol5 A7IE 22 sfjol] RAIZE Ao AR
AHA O R RFlon, 1995 olli= FARZL Aol A2 1S
FAA o2 HESE = Q) o]F 2 19970 IAHEI}
2 ARE vpEge =, XejA210] K=ol Ak
A Ao g Ag-2 HE FY ARAIFe] A
A21L FYstal FXsk= AAE Z5A =t (Kang et
al., 2012).

IR Fere] AojA210] A YALslof] AAE ulFl
A3kl TsiAl= 39l vlto] EA sk A= AR
o} &, A= o] A|RpA oA A A1 A8kl 9
7= SHAEE AR A&7 S A9 Al 712k
HF o2 AAgh A H= A Folry] gl= Aol
HhHol| folA= A1 012 HAS AMSSHA] o
ol Etstal AARA|9] AAlAQl A H3kol| A&7 e
= ZA A 9Eo] Hol Qltt (Shin, 2005).

st R gl AejA21e S ey FAHRI &
Holl A HAIALE] Q] G AR B7RE vhaL QIA|uh, A <AL
o] A A&7FsdHolehs SHA= F8A%0 Bt
Aot A% Abdoltth o]k Ak Hrtole Bkl
Ao AR212 7128 Ty Po] ope} thefst ofsiat
ARFEo] Hofgith= SHoA, A&7Fset X FAEE T
7] {5t A a4 seabol] it waka] A5 71591719
A Btol gk ARRjoll A wihE Sies SARE AHojA21
of gk AA% B7ret o] Bagt Agolch
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3.1 =7t xHHQ| X|&HItsd Eot

A&7kl tiet 7k WA A w7HE e R o]

FO\R)7] AL Ut AA SEAILE slA
oj" U7t e Q=S wol viEska glow, ofd yeirt
s 78] flsl BAls] =Eskal Al tieh At
| o3| wzolch AAIRZ 20020 14275 o=
P SPAEA] 7oA, k-2 136915 A8l 54
v} ot (Jin, 2007).
TR = fellof A= 3= S0 B7kehe 4
of & IS 7KL Qi olE =9, UNX&7Hs 9
3= 1995dof] = 7hd eSS Xdshr] fR EAE
F7F A xS REE 4= 9]l 1996Woll= A - ALs] - &
Zdoleh= 71208 Al 7HA] Fell A= fokE F7tslA, 132
7he} A&7 s A 7 W E QI 2001 Aoll= 3=l
Age 5 s AE7FSIRR 7L A E7 = Fk o]
A = A= A - AR - 2 - Aleeks A &
oF, 157 <, 387 gl A 57709 A2 A A 9l
t} (Chung, 2001).
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o] A =7HA Q] AFAO| & FAdE oY =A| 7] ol A
it WAl o e HrhEa Qlok AN A&7
Ak 2 ofds] A9 eHboll glok. wheba] =57t
e AR AHoflA sl Al 2hds] ZlsE
T UM dE S, =7F AFholA A8EH 23]
5 ol &N W HEAIE AR A&7k sdS Bt
A= 9 E vF ¢l (Kim and Moon, 2009). SFHO 2=
YA AEE LTS AES EESl v = A
AHAE B7FO=H A AR EE5T A= SR
£ 4= 9t} (Kim, 2005).3)

TR EAISIAIRE, o]52 E 7FA] SHollA] $HA|
FIL Qlek WA o] A ATEe] AL
2 g7toll AR ThE FAE AYaL Qiek AR 299 #|
&7k Bdsias ofsiaAIAe] o] H A=l A

3)

(Koh, 2008; 2014).
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Table 1. Framework of sustainability evaluation in Local Agenda 21

Evaluation domain

Large indicators

Medium indicators

Small indicators

Understanding Relationship (20) principle and range, vision, relation to policies
(50) Purpose (30) proposal, policy, institutionalization, budget, personnel, decision
Organization (20) office, personnel, budget, independence
Driving Council (20) formation, composition, call, role
Making Process (50) . .
(200) Support (10) budget, personnel, institutional equipment
Agreement (10) future vision, process
Rationality Analysis (30) environmental list, situation and prospects, problems and causes
(100) Elaboration (30) goal setting, alternative consideration
Participation (30) making subject, government, citizens, NGO, business
Implementation Department (10) formation, composition, role and function
(20 Management (10) council, role and function, formation and personnel of office
Institutionalization Ordinances (10) making ordinances concerned with results
(20) Systematizing (10) relationship with other plans
Environment (20) goal, purpose, embodiment, action programs, implementing
Content Realization Society (20) goal, purpose, embodiment, action programs, implementing
(200) (80) Economy (20) goal, purpose, embodiment, action programs, implementing
International exchange (20) | goal, purpose, embodiment, action programs, implementing
Government (32) project types, implementation, cooperation
Participation Citizens (16) project types, implementation, cooperation
(80) NGO (16) project types, implementation, cooperation
Business (16) project types, implementation, cooperation
Conduct and time (5) conduct and time of evaluation
Areas (20) organization suitability, institution, realization, participation
S}(fzt)e)m Method (5) method of evaluation
Reflection (5) reflection of evaluation
Evaluation Participation (15) government, citizens, NGO, business
(100) Ordinances (10) obligation of evaluation by ordinances
o Personnel support (10) | Evaluation specialists
Ins?st:)l;lon Budgetary support (10) | procurement of evaluation budget

Openness (10)

opening results of evaluation to the public

Evaluation program (10)

development of evaluation programs

source: Woo, 2006; Song and Woo, 2007 revised.
number: allotted score.

oA A&7 FaFE FAol Az 717l
AgelA21o) HeE ATE Foknz] olele Aotk Z, X
]

A7 obieh si Alefel 4R E

T8k @

FA AR AT AR FHEREA, B 2
7F A7 Hs S RS QA olafrARel Holrt B
S Al g Bt A olfelAA] ek ek
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ojof] & =ollA= “AFA217e] FHAAE A&7
‘goleh= ¥olA] Brkskaral e AIA S g ARt
of tiet AEE F8liA A FoA FAA L] #A4E0] =&
4 AAT (Woo, 2006; Song and Woo, 2007).4) 7FF3]
Helsibn, Aol FAAA AR ek,
AE, Ak V) geon TR oA
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23} A} ARA - HOLE, FHEE B
| R AR ARSlE e o] Bas
= EY= & =2ollAe ot FoAl AejA219] X144
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4. X|2el|219] X[&7HsA Tt

41 A D 2M KR

oA BARoR 3| K& e B B
olg 3l oAl AelAIe] FUAAS BosA ek
ofuf 78 A<l Thek H7Hs oA19] A% Belxjel AL
FAgEo] Woligieh. ubstul ofSo] WeiAl A2l
o g W TS b A L 97 heleke) cht
Aol AR B B BAE Aas] Ao g9
of olet b4 weke] 2212 Zol7] Sla) clu] Bk A
wgick. oleft o] Brke] Auke vigs) x|l wao]
SIS Bt o), F4H Sslh WA 4 gl B
o sl HHe F7h A Ao Hele] o]l
k)

4) o5 % M) A= oA B0 FAAW F1Ee] AYAFET k2ol Aol A21e] AP R ohie} S S
[¢)

I FAAA N e G777 SFA L Aoz HIA

2007). ATk} o152 A7E R WA

ol A 7idE H7t

= SHAA 9eE AYaL vk (Woo, 2006; Song and Woo,
28 o] 5l AAZ AAA ] A8t SHAME 5

=
8 3 ofplE AU Uk oh ¥ =M o5 A7) BAE /b 23 A92 %d Hok G5 e Ha

el 40| o £ AL} o & EW, 7|Ee] BAEo|A A4
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g R 22e) g @A RN 4o Ndee Weks PReE e B 40 ol oAt

5) Uz ool oldlmrt el (A21e) 93 -9, BRRH21e] 93 0, AP RR A B} 24
9 IBR AL AN, AL, AES, o, AN, ALY, FAL L ARR 28 (FER A, AT

A, AR wgelat, Abr= 59542 Fols] 4 (23] I4, deld] 79, B3] 27, g3 D A=A A
(13 A1, 98 A, =31 A=A A= Gu)), Feldre Fo =24 (el e e, dabe] it ezt £4Y
(@FRARNEE A, A2 5L AW, AR €] shehyt FAE (ol 53 A%, b tisk A )9t o= (7™
FA, AR e, AGFR o, ANEA] o], A7 Fe)E A

“FHWE dgrdllM 3 2Asb = A A3 (A9
FR o8] g ARE=e] A - Q1E - it g3 - 7)), Alesb e s (FHE T8 dd xa)e A s
A1} g Alge] A, ol AAG 2 B - AR - Al - mAl AT (B FAE) oA A A, tit 7

el G4, Arae] 74, 43 15t 22 &

e}
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)
0.|E_. O

2
o,

Z2ag Y, FAFA ), FA FAmE AWPE ol (MAAY FF D FolE, e AR B, BE
3 A g ate] sk AGAR - AR - A D9 el (AR F7, AR Folw, e T g2

T4 9k

“FR19 7} Gl HARAA & B7 DA - A7) @7HAA R ADsk Bk Ee (R 249l AR, AR A
._?L

7, Tobd AR, 31 Folm)st WrpEy (F7tel W) Frha ) vk (7 e k)2

29 o AN,

AR, ARIEA], 21719, G = sk (B2t o 7ok 2dlshet 18 A (B7F AEA )T A (Bl
A gayat ZA (B AT NI B 22a e (FrF 2Rade] )R FAEA

6

~

8 AgelA210] A2 2Ho)7] W] B U= thEFAQl W8-S stetstar Stk aA|w o] 52 % #EE

ARAgo] HEG WA} oo £F BHOR N8 Ao AP L Aol Hrhs WAE AU A

7

~

dElgzte A8 A< FLaA d7tA o] Ao AR1S v ez A E AT (Song and Woo, 2007). A1 o2& -]

Srhsuagelse] @A) ARAG (), A9 AEAG B ol Fold A9 BA ug (OF e A4
H9ich ol ou|H 1R Wad AnA o5 3wl Brlel A7 EANR F-e theat 2ekeh WA, F24 Bl
ARF Q2GRN AL 3%, BE 24, CE 489S Fel@k oo thal BE AHFAe] akst 9ol v el

xSt Bk U, C A 23S nelge
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o
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olF FAAE APAARNY APSAS B S B TAE WA B R 6 JoA| BE B
B 2AH 20184 49 16205 E 3090741 250] A A A4S A3 qdgleh %, iyiel Yelulse] ApgelAne
AL} ol2fRl . AEAf A= = Fte] 2%t ZAIE A/dstal wIRb A= A - 2GR 10 || Ade
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& ket Azl s AEl Adsna gk wpo] QA HmA S S wetor], A%
A ¢ Hoglek. THANE tiHo] 246707 M) 2
4.2 I By} At A4S UG o], BT} 20 4HOR M e H4E
421 Aeimp 31 99tk of= ARl Awsle] 4:0] Wit oAk &
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THIY G “olaf s WA BA o2k SA 4o B 71zat Aolaby k10
Table 2. Evaluation of “Understanding”
Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
principle and range (5) 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0
Relationship environmental vision (10) 6.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 8.0 8.0
(20) relation to policies (5) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 5.0
subtotal 13.0 14.0 16.0 19.0 15.0 17.0
_ proposal of local vision (9) 9.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 9.0 6.0
Undezztoa)“dmg policy development (9) 72 72 7.2 5.4 3.6 5.4
institutionalization (3) 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
P ‘é%‘;se budget procurement (3) 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
personnel procurement (3) 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
decision-making (3) 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
subtotal 242 232 242 214 24.6 234
Total 372 372 40.2 404 39.6 404

*ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 34, and 5 - 6.

AHAEAE HFets Ao o] FHEAJT =4, FHUE Fd FAnT FEdA Agej21 FA 2] A Ao
&l A= 4%, BE 3%, Ce 285 FA3ATh A deA21e] sAwFE= s, 9134, d
3 P2 Jepdt) ol SAlnF E5S TEHoR nydM B £ JdEE WSS Bl AYsle Ades et
o] o]Folxith
8) TAHcRE AL A YRS HolF AAA S AFFAGANA 6t B Hi B E HFE GEFoEA S
kol Hlmrt 7hsete s FEIF AlFEHAT ol2lg AFEA - AA A A HlnE FElA alE AR ] AHRA S W7t
AEE FAAY ol W adE fAdte dts g sl
9) 714 Fo Wx ageld A4, AL, T, ANGA|, AR, w52, 719, #rleA e dFRE 7zt (Kim
et al., 2019).
10) AR 2018 @A A gefA210] AGH o2k FF 119 9, F2F 359 9, 22 39 9, 1A 2,69 9t 239
A, A 2.1 do] ol Atk nR A 2 AFRA Q1 dsk 2017 AA| FF7F THO R M weken, §Ak 39, 1A
39, oA 39, ol 29, 4k 2 9] £oATt (LSAK, 2017).
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Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
establishment of office (5) 5.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
o official personnel (5) 5.0 3.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 3.0
Orga‘(’;;;tlon operating budget (5) 40 | 20 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
independence of office (5) 5.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 3.0
subtotal _E 12.0 - 12.0 14.0
formation of council (5) 5.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Driving composition of council (5) 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0
(50) C(’(‘;’gﬂ call of council (5) 30 | 50 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0
role of council (5) 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
subtotal 14.0 18.0 18.0 _E
budgetary support (3) 1.8 1.2 0.6 1.8 0.6 1.8
Support personnel support (3) 1.8 1.2 1.2 1.8 1.2 1.8
(10) institutional equipment (4) 24 24 24 4.0 0.8 24
subtotal 4.8 42
Total E 342 36.0

*ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 34, and 5 - 6.
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Table 4. Evaluation of “Rationality”
Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Dacjeon | Ulsan
future vision (5) 5.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.0
Agr(eleé;lem process (3) 50 | 30 | 50 5.0 3.0 3.0
environmental list (6) 1.2 1.2 3.6 6.0 3.6 6.0
Analysis situation and prospects (12) 7.2 7.2 7.2 12.0 7.2 7.2
(30) problems and causes (12) 7.2 7.2 7.2 12.0 7.2 7.2
subtotal 156 | 156 18.0
Rationality goal setting per field (15) 9.0 12.0 9.0 15.0 9.0 9.0
(100) Ela]zggﬁon alternative consideration (15) 90 | 120 | 120 | 150 9.0 9.0
subtotal 18.0 - 21.0 -E 18.0
making subject (6) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
participation of government (6) 4.8 3.6 4.8 6.0 24 4.8
Participation participation of citizens (6) 3.6 24 4.8 6.0 24 4.8
(30) participation of NGO (6) 48 48 4.8 6.0 3.6 4.8
participation of businesses (6) 1.2 2.4 3.6 4.8 1.2 3.6
subtotal 20.4 19.2
Total 64.0 | 648

*ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 34, and 5 - 6.
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Table 5. Evaluation of “Organization of Implementation”

Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
formation of department (3) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.8 3.0
Department composition of department (3) 3.0 3.0 0.6 3.0 1.8 3.0
(10) role and function (4) 24 | 24 4.0 4.0 24 4.0
subtotal 8.4 8.4 7.6
Organization formation of council (1) 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
of composition of council (2) 1.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Implementation role and function (2) 12 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
(20) Council formation of office (1) 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
(10) personnel of office (1) 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 1.0
budget of office (1) 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 1.0
role and function of office (2) 1.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
subtotal 6.0
Total 144

*ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5- 6.

Table 6. Evaluation of “Institutionalization”

Large indicators

Medium indicators Small indicators

Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan

Institutionalization | Ordinances (10)

(20)

making ordinances (10)

10.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.0

Systematizing (10)

relationship with other plans (10) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Total

16.0 12.0 16.0 16.0 14.0 12.0

*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5 - 6.
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Table 7. Evaluation of “Realization”

Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
claboration of goals (4) 24 32 4.0 4.0 2.4 4.0
relation with LA 21 purpose (4) 1.6 3.2 4.0 4.0 2.4 32
Environment embodiment of alternatives (4) 1.6 32 4.0 4.0 2.4 32
(20 development of programs (4) 24 | 24 32 4.0 24 24
fix of implementing subject (4) 24 32 4.0 4.0 1.6 32
subtotal 104 | 152 19.2 20.0 11.2 16.0
claboration of goals (4) 24 32 32 32 2.4 2.4
relation with LA 21 purpose (4) 24 24 32 4.0 24 24
Society embodiment of alternatives (4) 2.4 2.4 2.4 32 2.4 2.4
(20 development of programs (4) 24 | 24 32 32 24 24
fix of implementing subject (4) 24 32 32 32 1.6 24
Realization subtotal 12.0 | 13.6 15.2 16.8 11.2 12.0
(80) elaboration of goals (4) 24 | 24 32 32 1.6 2.4
relation with LA 21 purpose (4) 24 24 32 32 1.6 24
Economy embodiment of alternatives (4) 2.4 2.4 2.4 32 1.6 2.4
(20 development of programs (4) 24 | 24 32 32 1.6 24
fix of implementing subject (4) 24 24 32 32 1.6 1.6
subtotal 12.0 | 12.0 15.2 16.0 8.0 11.2
claboration of goals (4) 0.8 24 0.8 4.0 0.8 1.6
relation with LA 21 purpose (4) 0.8 3.2 0.8 4.0 0.8 1.6
International embodiment of alternatives (4) 0.8 24 0.8 4.0 0.8 1.6
exchange
(20) development of programs (4) 0.8 24 1.6 32 0.8 1.6
fix of implementing subject (4) 24 24 1.6 32 1.6 24
subtotal 5.6 12.8 5.6 18.4 4.8 8.8
Total 40.0 | 53.6 55.2 71.2 352 48.0

*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5 - 6.
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Table 8. Evaluation of “Participation in Implementation”

Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Dagjeon | Ulsan
types of projects (6.4) 38 38 6.4 6.4 38 5.1
implementation (9.6) 5.7 7.6 5.7 9.6 3.8 5.7
Govznzr;lem cooperation with other subjects (6.4) | 38 | 3.8 | 64 6.4 38 | 64
coordination with other plans (9.6) 1.9 5.7 9.6 9.6 1.9 5.7
subtotal 152 | 209 _Z 22.9
types of projects (4.8) 4.8 2.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
Citizens implementation (6.4) 3.8 3.8 6.4 6.4 6.4 3.8
p an?cipation (16) cooperation with other subjects (4.8) 2.8 2.8 4.8 4.8 2.8 4.8
Implenllntation subtotal 14 o4 _E 1o
(80) types of projects (4.8) 4.8 2.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
NGO implementation (6.4) 5.1 3.8 6.4 6.4 3.8 3.8
(16) cooperation with other subjects (4.8) 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
subtotal 147 | 114 [FIGONIE0N 134 | 134
types of projects (4.8) 0.9 1.9 1.9 4.8 0.9 4.8
Business implementation (6.4) 1.2 3.8 3.8 5.1 1.2 5.1
(16) cooperation with other subjects (4.8) 0.9 2.8
subtotal 3.0 8.5
Total 443 | 502

*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5 - 6.
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Table 9. Evaluation of “Evaluation System”
Large indicators | Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
Conduct and time |conduct and time (5) 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 3.0
®) subtotal 30 | 30 | 30 -I 3.0
organization suitability (4) 24 1.6 24 4.0 1.6 24
institutional connection (4) 24 1.6 1.6 4.0 1.6 2.4
A(rzeg;‘ realization per field (6) 60 | 48 | 60 6.0 48 | 48
participation (6) 4.8 4.8 4.8 6.0 3.6 4.8
subtotal 12.8
Evaluation Method evaluation method (5) 3.0
Systen (5 subtotal 3.0
(50)
Reflection reflection of evaluation (5) 3.0 4.0
® subtotal 30 | 40
government (6) 3.6 24
o citizens (3) 1.8 1.2
Pam‘z;p;tlon NGO (3) 18 | 18
business (3) 0.6 1.2
subtotal 7.8 6.6
Total 344 | 294
*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5 - 6.
Table 10. Evaluation of “Institutionalization of Evaluation”
Large . - - . .
indicators Medium indicators Small indicators Pusan | Daegu | Incheon | Gwangju | Daejeon | Ulsan
Ordinances (10) obligation of evaluation (10) 6.0 2.0 2.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
.InsFitution Personnel support (10) |Evaluation specialists (10) 6.0 6.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 6.0
aglj;[;zzoif Budgetary support (10) |procurement of evaluation budget (10) 6.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 8.0
(50) Openness (10) opening results of evaluation (10) 6.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.0
Evaluation program (10)|development of evaluation programs (10)| 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0
Total 28.0 | 20.0 | 26.0 40.0 32.0 36.0
*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1-2, 3-4, and 5 - 6.
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Table 11. Synthesis of evaluation by regions
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Region | Score | Understan | Driv | Rationa | subt | Implementat | Institutionalizati | Realizat | Participat | subt | Syste | Institut | subt

ding ing lity | otal ion on ion ion otal | m ion | otal
Gwangju - 40 44 98 20 16 71 76 49 40
Incheon | 369 40 34 73 17 16 55 68 38 26 64
Ulsan 363 40 36 68 144 20 12 48 69 149 | 38 36
Daegu | 322 38 35 64 137 18 12 53 50 133 | 29 20 49
Pusan 317 37 39 64 140 14 16 40 44 114 | 34 28 62
Dagjeon | 302 39 34 57 130 15 14 35 44 108 | 29 32 61

*the ranks are shaded by groups of 1, 23, 45, 6 in score.
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