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ABSTRACT : In this study, evaluation indicators for quantitative and qualitative indicators were presented by resetting the

evaluation indicators for the selection of the living conditions renovation project for vulnerable residential areas by reflecting the

results of expert importance. The appropriateness of the project selection evaluation index was reviewed by comparing the results

of the expert AHP importance survey to make the project sustainable and to discover vulnerable villages. Evaluation items were

constructed based on the guidelines for selecting the target site, and AHP importance evaluation was performed using this evaluation

item as a proxy variable. Based on the data collected from 152 villages in Gimhae-si for case studies, the evaluation results were

derived by applying the existing guideline evaluation indicators and evaluation indicators reflecting the importance proposed in

this study. As a result of the study, Overall, there was a positive correlation between the results of the existing guideline evaluation

and the results of the AHP importance survey, but in detail, there is a difference in the results evaluated by the two evaluation

methods. In the future, if the scope of participating experts is expanded to supplement the importance evaluation, and the evaluation

grade is set by analyzing quantitative data from Gyeongsangnam-do or rural areas nationwide, local governments and others will

use this evaluation index as basic data when promoting the project.
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Figure 1. Study sites
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Table 1. The AHP results for the proxy variables and indicators associated

Target Proxy variable Indicators
Importance
factor
Part lm};onance Part Im;f)onance Part
actor actor . Academic | Practical
Entire + +
experts' | experts
Proportion of 0118 Proportion of Beneficiary of National ‘Basic Livelihood 0.595 0.586 0.602
vulnerable 0.121" and lower Income Family
groups 0.115™ Ratio of elderly people 65+ and PWD 0405 | 0414 | 0398
Rate of conventional toilet use 0.451 0.422 0.471
Living and 0.206"
hygiene 0.243™ Sewer penetration rate 0.291 0.343 0.252
infrastructure | 0.176™"
Water supply rate 0.258 0.235 0.277
L 0.617* Ratio of empty and abandoned houses 0.350 0.381 0.326
quantitative . . 0.272°
. 0.500 Housing " .
indicators - . 0.247 Ratio of slate house 0.343 0.324 0.359
0.710 vulnerability 0,305
’ Proportion of old houses over 30 years old 0.307 0.295 0.315
Rate of 0.273" Project consent ra‘te. an.d house improvement 0.587 0.650 0.535
resident 0277 participation rate
participation | 0.253" Whether to collect residents’ opinions 0.413 0.350 0.465
0.131°
Density 0.112* Total number of houses in the project area - - -
0.151"
Adequacy of plan 0.505 0.549 0.468
0.286" .. . ..
Adequacy of 86* . Connectivity between village vision, development strategy, 0257 0259 0253
lan 0.277 and plan
’ 0279 Plan for settlement and revitalization of people who h
an for settlement and revitalization of people who have| .0 0192 0279
returned to farming or rural areas
The local government's will to promote the project or
efforts to link ministries with related projects and 0.624 0.610 0.635
Will of local (())‘11:37** private capital
qualitative 0‘383:* governments 0.159™ Plan to support improvement of living conditions in other
indicators 0.500 vulnerable areas within the local government other than | 0.376 0.390 0.365
0.290 the project application district
. 0.324° . . s . .
Will of the 0.304™ Capacity, will, and participation of the committee chair
residents 0'3 4™ and village residents in promoting the project
Whether or notlthére are filsk factors thaft need to be 0.624 0.543 0.684
Special 0.233" urgently improved to ensure safety
character.istics 0'276: Local transportation accessibility, pedestrian environment
of the village|  0.220 (slope, etc.), vulnerability of cultural and welfare 0376 | 0457 | 0316
infrastructure, etc

T The academic experts’ were selected based on the background knowledge and experience associated with Rural development
* The practical experts indicate the Rural development managers working for filed
* Indicates the relative importance factor averaged over entire survey targets
" Indicates the relative importance factor averaged over the academic experts
** Indicates the relative importance factor averaged over the practical experts
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Table 2. Comparison of evaluation indicators for each evaluation method (100 Point Scale)

Target Proxy variable Indicators
Part Factor Part Factor Part Factor
Proportion of Beneficiary of National Basic Livelihood and lower 43"
Proportion of 73" Income Family 6"
vulnerable groups 10™ . 2.9*
Ratio of elderly people 65+ and PWD 4
. . 5.7
Rate of conventional toilet use 4
1v1.ng and hygiene 121 Sewer penetration rate 3*7,,
infrastructure 12 4
33"
Water supply rate 4+
Quantitative | 61.7 . 5.9
indicators 507 Ratio of empty and abandoned houses 7
. . 16.8" . 5.8"
Housing vulnerability 12 Ratio of slate house 5o
. 5.1
Proportion of old houses over 30 years old 5o
. . L 9.9
. . Project consent rate and house improvement participation rate .
Rate of resident 16.8 8
participation 12" ) o 7.0*
Whether to collect residents’ opinions 4
. 8.1 . . 8.1"
Density 4 Total number of houses in the project area 4
55"
Adequacy of plan 13*
11" .. . .. 2.8"
Adequacy of plan 20" Connectivity between village vision, development strategy, and plan 3
Plan for settlement and revitalization of people who have returned 2.6
to farming or rural areas 4
The local government's will to promote the project or efforts to link 37
o N ) N ministries with related projects and private capital ’
Qualitative | 38.3 Will of local 6 - — — -
indicators 50" governments 10" Plan to support 1mpr0\-/erT1ent of living conditions in other .
vulnerable areas within the local government other 23
than the project application district:
Will of the residents 12.1 Capacity, will, and ‘partlcq?atlon of t.he commm;e chair and village 12.4°
10 residents in promoting the project
Whether or not there are risk factors that need to be urgently 56
Special characteristics | 8.9" improved to ensure safety ’
of the village 10™ Local transportation accessibility, pedestrian environment, 34"

vulnerability of cultural and welfare infrastructure, etc

* Indicates the importance evaluation indicators

™ Indicates the existing quantitative indicators
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Table 3. Evaluation level for assessing importance

fol
o
of

N

Part Proxy variable Indicators Basis for calculation Grade standards Score
27% < x 5
Proportion of Beneficiary of National Ngznmatl)eig;ttcBEl‘lejcli?d Oafn d 19 = x<27% 4
Basic Livelihood and lower Income ! e el . 11 = x < 1% 3
Famil lower Income Family)
Y / (total number of houses) 3= x<11% 2
Proportion of X < 3% 1
vulnerable (number of residents over 51% = x 5
groups Ratio of elderly people 65+ 65 years old) 31 < x <51% 3
/ (total number of residents) x < 31% 1
] 13% < x 5
Ratio of PWD (number of PWD re51.dents) 5 < x < 13% 3
Quantitative / (total number of residents)
- x < 5% 1
indicators
86% < x 5
66 < x < 86% 4
Ratio of slate house (number of slate house) 46 < x < 66% 3
/ (total number of houses)
26 < x < 46% 2
Housing X < 26% 1
vulnerability 95% < x 5
. 79 < x < 95% 4
Proportion of old houses over 30 |(number of houses over 30 years old) 3 < x < 79% 3
years old / (total number of houses)
47 < x < 63% 2
x < 47% 1
Table 4. Comparison of evaluation results(top 20 cases)
Proportion of vulnerable groups Housing vulnerability
Proportion of
Beneficiary of]| . L.
. . . Proportion . Existing
Nat}ongl Basic| Ratio of Ratio of of old Ratio of Importance evaluation quantitative Total score
Livelihood | elderly amount
PWD houses over | slate house score
Ma-eul | and lower |people 65+
Income 30 years old
Family
. . . . . Converted
Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation Sum Sum Sum
score | Rank Rank Rank
amount amount amount amount amount (1,055) (20) (40)
(20)
E-SL-1 215 215 145 208 232 1015 19.2 1 18.0 1 37.2 1
E-SD-1 129 129 145 208 232 843 16.0 2 14.6 3 30.6 2
W-HL-1 215 129 145 156 174 819 15.5 3 15.0 2 30.5 3
E-SD-13 215 215 145 52 174 801 15.2 5 14.0 5 29.2 4
W-HL-4 172 215 145 104 174 810 15.4 4 13.8 6 29.2 5
E-SD-2 86 129 145 208 232 800 15.2 6 13.4 11 28.6 6
W-HL-3 172 129 145 156 174 776 14.7 7 13.8 7 28.5 7
W-HL-2 172 129 145 208 116 770 14.6 8 13.8 8 284 8
W-JC-1 172 87 87 208 174 728 13.8 17 14.5 4 283 9
W-HL-7 129 215 87 156 174 761 14.4 9 133 12 27.7 10
W-HL-9 129 215 87 156 174 761 14.4 10 133 13 27.7 10
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Table 4. Continued

Proportion of vulnerable groups Housing vulnerability
Proportion of’
Beneficiary of] . isti
National Basic| Ratio of Proportion Importance evaluation Exls-tm.g
L Ratio of of old Ratio of quantitative Total score
Livelihood elderly amount
PWD houses over | slate house score
Ma-eul | and lower |people 65+
Income 30 years old
Family
Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation Sum Converted Sum Sum
score | Rank Rank Rank
amount amount amount amount amount (1,055) (20) (20) (40)
E-SL-2 129 215 87 156 174 761 14.4 11 13.3 14 27.7 10
W-HL-8 129 129 87 156 232 733 13.9 13 133 15 27.2 13
W-HL-5 215 129 87 104 174 709 13.4 20 13.7 9 27.1 14
W-HL-6 172 129 87 156 174 718 13.6 18 13.5 10 27.1 15
W-HL-10 172 215 145 104 116 752 14.3 12 12.8 19 27.1 16
W-HL-11 129 129 145 156 174 733 13.9 14 12.6 20 26.5 17
E-SL-3 129 129 145 156 174 733 13.9 15 12.6 21 26.5 17
E-SD-3 129 129 145 156 174 733 13.9 16 12.6 22 26.5 17
W-JY-1 86 87 87 208 232 700 133 23 13.1 16 26.4 20
W-JC-2 86 87 87 208 232 700 133 24 13.1 17 26.4 20
W-JL-1 86 87 87 208 232 700 133 25 13.1 18 26.4 20
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Figure 3. Scatter plots comparing the results by evaluation method
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